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PREFACE. 


Tun following treatise is very celebrated amongst Hindu 
logicians, and, however little ib may be calculated to interest the 
general English reader, it will certainly not be without a use 
and interest to those Europeans whose studies are directed to 
the higher branches of Sanskrit literature. ‘They will hardly 
fail to be attracted by a work which, though obscure and techni- 
cal, professes to grapple, from a Hindu standing-point, with 
the world-old problem, how the existence of the Supreme Being 
is to be proved; and perhaps those who are interested in the 
history of philosophy may turn over some of the pages with 
curiosity, especially when they occasionally recognise old fa- 
miliar arguments and objections in their quaint Oriental dis- 
guise. The Kusumánjali is as much inferior to the tenth book 
of Plato's Laws or the twelfth of Aristotle’s Metaphysics, as Hin- 
du philosophy itself is to that of Greece; but nothing can rob 
India of the merit of an original system of logic and metaphy- 
sics, unborrowed from any other land. It has been said that 
the past history of philosophy is the record of glorious failures 
in the attempt to solve an insuperable problem; and it cannot 
be uninteresting to trace the brave efforts of a Hindu thinker, 
bx away from the circle of Ohristianity, who, perplexed by the 
doubts or open disbelief taught in many of the systems current 
in his day, endeavoured, however vainly, to build for his country- 

en the first truth of Theology on a firm logical foundation. 

——- Audacia certo 
Laus orit; in magnis et voluisso sat est. 

Udayana Acharya, like nearly every old Hindu writer, is a 
name and nothing more. He shines like one of the fixed stars 
in India’s literary firmament, but no telescope can discover any 
appreciable diameter; his name is a point of light, but we can 
detect therein nothing that belongs to our earth or material 
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existence. The details of his life are a blank,* and the very cen- 
tury in which he flourished is an unsettled question in Hindu 
literary history. 


Dr. Hall, in his valuable ‘ Index to the Bibliography of the 
Hindu philosophical systems,’ (p. 20,) has endeavoured to 
identify Udayana with Uddyotakara, (whom he places not 
later than the seventh century,f) but this is untenable, as will 
be proved, I think, in the sequel. 

The first point to settle is the order of the series of ancient 
Nyáya works, ‘ the sátras of Gotama and Kanada having been 
explained and annotated by a triple [or rather quadruple] set 
of commentaries.{? The order which I venture to propose is 
as follows, 

I.—The original Sútras or Aphorisms ascribed to the Rishi 
Gotama or Akshapáda. 

II.—The Nydya-bhashya,—a commentary on No. I. by 
Pakshila Swámin, sometimes called Vátsyáyana. 

IIL—The Nydya-vartika,—a commentary on No. II. by 
Uddyotakara Acharya. I procured lately, from a pandit of 


“पक 
ARM 


Nuddea, a fragment of this work containing a portion of the 
first book.$ 

IV.—The Nydya-vdrtika-tatparya-tikd—a commentary on 
No. III. by Váchaspati Mis'ra. Ux 

V.—The Nyéya vártika-tátparya-parisuddlu—a. commenta- 
ry on No. IV. by Udayana Achárya. 

My reasons for this arrangement are the following. 


* The only incident I have met with, is the dubious tradition given in the 
‘Rational Refutation of Hindu philosophical systems,’ p. 6, note. 

+ Uddyotakara is mentioned im Subandhu's Vásavadattá, which Dr. Hall has 
proved to be fully 1200 years old. 

f Colebrooke. i PN PLANER 

§ There is an incomplete MS. in the Asiatic Socicty’s Library, which professes 
to contain the third and fourth adhyáyas (ity auddyotakariye nydyavdrtake, &c.,) 
but it is only Vachaspati Mi'sra's tika.—The Nuddea fragment contains only the 
vartika to the first three sütras,—its colophon is 


इति शआपर्मर्षिभार्‌द्वाजस्रीमदुद्योतकरन्धायाचौयघणो तन्धायत्रि- 


QS. e. 
रूचोवातिक सम्पूणं ॥ 
* CC-0. In Public Domain. Digitized by eGangotri 


VIL 

In the Calcutta Sanskrit College Library there is a MS. of 
the Nyáya-vártika-tátparya-ļíká, the opening lines of which 
I subjoin. 

Raan aara: पिनाको विश्वेशाना विश्वक्॒द विश्वमर्तिः 

विद्वज्ञाता विश्वसंहारकारी विश्वाराध्यो। राधयत्वीहितं नः॥ d 

नमामि धमंविज्ञानव राग्यश्रयशालिन | 

निधये वाग्विसुद्दोनामच्तपादाय तायिने ॥२॥ 

ग्रत्थयास्याच्छ लेनेव निरस्ताखिलदूघणा | 

न्यायवातिकतात्पर्यंटी काऽस्माभिर्विधास्यते ॥ ३॥ 

इच्छामः किमपि पण्यं दुस्तरकुनिबन्धपङ्कमसानां | 

उद्योतकरगवीनामतिजरतीबां समुद्धर्णात्‌ ॥ 8 ॥ 

सथ भगवताइच्तपादेन निः्रेयसहतो शास्त्रे णीते, Talked च 
भगवता पच्तिलखामिना, किमपरमवशिष्यते यदर्थे वार्तिकारम्भ इत 
agi निराचिकोधः खूत्रकाराह्तप्रयोजनानुवादपूर्वकं वातिकारम्भ- 
प्रयोजनं दशयति “यदच्तपादः? इति | यद्यपि भाष्यकता छतळत्पा- 
द्नमेतत्‌ तथापि दिङ्नागप्रम्टतिभिरवाचीनः कुष्देतुसन्तमससम- 


“त्यापनेन आच्छादितं शास्त्रं न तत्त्वनि्णयाय पयाप्तामद्यद्यातकर्‌ण 


खनिबन्धारदतेन तद्पनोयत इति प्रयोजनवानयमारुम्भः l 

This passage is evidently a commentary on the work of 
Uddyotakara Acharya, whose opening words (yad Alshapddah,) 
the author professes to quote and explain; and he states that 
the Nyáya 'Sástra Was originally delivered by Akshapáda or 
Gotama and complete XP by Pakshila Swámin, and that Uddyo- 
takara. compiled his Vártika or * annotations’ in order to clear 
away the erroneous interpretations of Dinnága and others. 
The Sanskrit College has also a MS. of the Tátparya paris'uddhi 
of Udayanáchárya, which is undoubtedly a commentary on 
No. IV. Thus it commences with an invocation to Saraswati 
वाक्‌चतसामम तथा भव सावधानावाचस्पतवचसिनस्खलता यथते | 
and ib then proceeds to comment on the first /Sloka quoted 
४७००५०--विद्वा राध्य zaa faaea dec 

Now if Váchaspati Mi'sra commented on a work of Uddyo- 
akara, and Udayana again on the work of Váchaspati; Misra, 
Uddyotakara and Udayana must be different persons 
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A second question however now arises, —who is the Pakshila 
Swámin, to illustrate whose work Uddyotakara compiled his 
Vartika ? 

The only Nydya-bhdshya now known to exist is that which 
bears the name of Vátsyáyana. By the kindness of Professor 
Griffith, I have procured a MS. of it from the Benares College 
Library,* and; on comparing this work with the quotations 
from Pakshila Swámin's bháshya which are frequently given 
in the fragment of the Vértika and in Vachaspati’s Tatparya- 
tikd, I have discovered that the two works ‘are the same. A 
few extracts will make this evident. 

The Nydya Uhdshya of Vatsy4yana thus commences, 
प्रमाणते$र्थपतिपत्तो घवुत्तिसामध्यादर्थवत्‌ प्रमाणम्‌ प्रमाणमन्तरोण 
नार्थप्रतिपत्तिः | Now the fragment of the Vártika commences, 

यद्च्तपादः प्रवरा मुनीनां शमाय शास्त्रं जगता जगाद | 
कुतार्किताज्ञाननिवुत्तिदचेतुः कारिष्यते तस्य मया {निबन्धः d 
प्रमाणादिपदार्थतत्त्वज्ञानान्निः्मेयसाधिगम अइत्येतच्छास्त्रस्यादिमं 
रूच । तस्याभिसम्बन्धवाव्यं प्रमाणतो $थघतिपत्तावित्येवमादि, तस्या- 
नुसन्धानवाव्यं | 

Similarly in the third leaf of the Tá 2 
यरथमसूचतात्पर्यमुक्ता भाव्यस्यादिवाव्यवात्यर्य॑माचच “प्रमाणत ्थप्रति- 
पत्तावित्यादि तस्यानुसन्धानं? | तस्य शास्त्रस्य निःश्रेयसाधिगमेन सह 
eau घटितस्य goha ana विघटनाशक्कायां अनु खचघट- 
नायाः पस्चात्‌ सन्धानं घटनं चनुसन्धानं | तस्य वाक्यमनुसन्धानवा | 

The eras of the vértika, with their enclosed quotation from 
the bhdshya, are thus quoted and explained in the tikd. After 


tparya-ttkd we read, तदेवं 


discussing some doubts, it goes on, — । 
सेबमाशङ्का पघामाण्थज्ञानोपायकथनेना[दिवान्य न warrant नि 


i यागेन मतुप्‌ | नित्यता 
राकृता, तथा tx “घमाणमर्थवत? इति | निव्यवा qu 


c Es = 
a त्यथः Sa: ‘vata 
"datar attt, तेनाथावमभिचारीत्यथः। o ००:०5 d E 

सामथ्यात्? 1 कत्वाव । घ्रव॒त्तिजनकत्व d स्य॒ 
समथप्रवत्तिञजनकत्वात्‌ 5 A 

ue E ह “प्रमाणतो$थेप्रतिपचता? 


“न साच्तात्‌ किन्त्वरथेधतिपत्तिजननदारेणेत्याहद प्रमाणत न 
कृति | सर्व॑स्य वाक्यस्थोपपत्तिं वार्तिकव्याख्यानावसर faz 3 nn 

* Ti contains 123 leaves, and its colophon i8 ate areata ala Tai 
पच्चमाध्याय | 
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The third Adhy&ya of Vátsyáyana’s Nydyabhdshya opens 
with परीच्तितानि प्रमाणानि प्रमेयनिदानों परोच्यते तच्चात्मादीत्या- 
त्मा विविच्यते | and similarly the third adhyáya of the Tátparya 
tikd commences, sas: भाष्य 'परीक्चितानि प्रमाणानि प्रमेयमिदानों 
परीच्यत' इति वत्तानकीतेनम Then again, a few lines after, 
कस्मात प्रथमत AMET परीच्यते न प्रमयान्तरमित्यत ब्याह “तचा- 
त्मादीनि? xfüa Shorty afterwards it adds तदेतद वातिक- 
कारो BAS | 


There can, therefore, be hardly a doubt as to the Nydya- 


` bháshya of Pakshila Swámin and that of Vátsyáyana being the 


samo work.t The latter name seems to imply that the author 
wrote the book while his father or elder brother (compare 
Panini 4. 1. 105 with 4. 1. 94, 101, 163 and 164,) was alive. 
Pakshila was his private, Vátsyáyana was his generic, name. 
Swámin may imply his becoming an «désína, or it may have 
been merely an honorary title. The Pandits similarly have 
a tradition that a Nyáya-vártika was written by Bháradwája. 
Dr. Hall mentions in his Catalogue that Uddyotakara belonged 
to the gotra of Bharadwája, and the same thing is stated in 
the colophon to the Nuddea fragment; and thus the two ap- 
pellations, Vátsyáyana and Bháradwája, will mutually illustrate 
ach other. 

We may thus consider it as proved that Udayana Achárya is 
the fifth, not the third, in the series of Naiyáyika authorities ; 
but are we able to determine anything as to the time in which 
he flourished? We can hardly hope to fix it with precision, 
but we are not left wholly to conjecture, as we have, I think, 
a terminus & quo as well as a terminus ad quem to limit our 
chronological uncertainty. 

We must here again have recourse to our former expedient of 
arranging the different authors by their respective quotations, — 

* Similarly the lines quoted from Pakshila Swámin in the Sarva D. Sangraha, 
p. 115, are found in Vátsyáyana, (MS. fol, 4.) 

+ I hope that the Asiatic Society will publish the Nyáyabháshya in the Bi- 


liotheca Indica, as a second MS. has been just procured from Nuddea. No work 
could be of greater importance for giving an insight into tho older Nyáya. 
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the only data which the total absence of literary history in 
India allows us to use. In this way we can establish a second 
series of writers, viz. S’ankara Acharya, Váchaspati Misra, 
Udayana Acharya and Madhava Acharya ; and, as in this series 
the dates of the first and last are known, we can approximate- 
ly determine the dates of the intermediate pair. We cannot 
be far wrong in assigning S'ankara Acharya to the beginning 
of the ninth century of our era,* and we know by the testi- 
mony of copper land-grants as well as tradition that Mádhava 
Acharya and his patron Virabukka flourished in the earlier 
half of the fourteenth century. Now Váchaspati Mis'ra, the 
fourth in our previous series of Naiyáyika authors, wrote one of 
the most celebrated glosses (the Bhdmati) on S/ankara Achá- 
rya’s commentary on the Vedanta Sátras.[ We have seen 
that Udayana Acharya commented in turn on Váchaspati ; and 
his own work, now presented to the reader, is several times 
quoted by Madhava in his Sarva Dars'ana Sangraha.$ Now in 
Indiaa writer must have long ceased to have any visible con- 
nection with the present before a Pandit would trouble himself 
to write commentaries on his works or quote from them as a 
well-accepted authority ; and perhaps therefore we may, with- 
out fear of much error, fix Váchaspati Mis'ra in the tenth, and 
Udayanáchárya in the twelfth century. It is something to 
think that the author of the Kusumánjali may have been an 
unknown contemporary of Abelard. 


The Kusumáujali consists of seventy-two kdrilds or memo- 
rial couplets, divided into five chapters; and as the author's 
aim was to pack his arguments into the smallest possible com- 
pass, the book is of course unintelligible without a commen- 
tary. It is not generally known that the author himself com- 
piled such a commentary ; and in fact it is not improbable 


% Colebrooke’s Essays, vol. J. p. 332. Wilson's Sanskrit Dict. preface, 1st ed. 

+ Wilson's Mackenzie Cat. vol. T. p. ex]. Colebrooke's Essays, vol. I. p- 301. 

+ Both the Bhématt and the Nydya-vdrtika-tdtparya-tikd are mentioned in 
Vachaspati’s own list of his works, see Dr. Hall’s Catalugue, p. 87. 

§ As e, g. p. 7, 1. 18; p. 118, 1,6; p. 120, 1. 13; p. 133, 1. 4. 
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that the work, as it originally appeared, was in verse and 
prose,—the latter portion consisting of detached passages of 
varying length, introduced between the stanzas to supply the 
necessary links for understanding the argument. There is an 
imperfect MS. of this description in the Sanskrit Coll. Library. 
It is called the Kusumánjali, and contains the first chapter in 

4 foll.; but it unfortunately ends abruptly at the beginning 
of the second. It is remarkable that there is no sign of division 
between the two chapters,—the discussion of the second objec- 
tion goes on in unbroken continuity with that of the first. As 
the work is very rare and Dr. Hall does not notice it in his 
very copious Catalogue, I subjoin a few more details.* 

It commences with the first Káriká (satpratipulsha,) as the 
opening invocation ; then follows the second (swargápavarga- 
yok.) Then follows the long prose passage (beginning with tha 
yadyapi, and ending with abhavdchcheti,) which is always given 
as supplying the place of the third káriká. This is followed by 
the first additional remark. 

तच न प्रथमः कल्पः, यतः, सापेक्त्वादित्यादि (here follows s'l. 4.)| 
न ह्ययं संसारोऽनेकविधदुःखमयो निरपेच्तो भवितुमहति, तदा fe 
स्यादेव, न स्यादेव वा, न तु कदाचित्‌ स्यात्‌। अकस्मादेव भव- 
तीति चेन्न “हेतुभूतिनिधेधो न खानुपाख्यविधिने च | खभाववणना 
नेवमवधेर्नियतत्वतः” | छेतुनिषेधे भवनस्यानपेच्षत्वेन सर्वदाऽविशे- 
घात, भवनप्रतिषेधे पागिव पञश्चादप्यभवन wfanata | war: 
V4 स्वयमसतः खेोत्पत्तावप्रभुत्ेन खस्मादिति पत्षानपपत्तः, पोवा- 
JAJAA कायकारणभावः, न चेक प॒वमपरञ्चेति तत्वस्य uat 
[िळानत्वात्‌| अनुपास्यस्य छतुत्व घार्गाप asam पुनः सदातन- 
त्वापत्तेः | “स्यादेतत्‌ नाकस्सादिति कारणनिवेधमाच भवननिषेधो 
वा खात्महेतुत्व॑ वा निरुपास्यच्चेतुकत्वं वाऽभिधित्सितं, wf तु 
qaia रव कञ्चिन्नियतदेशवन्गियतकाल xf खभाव इति क्रमः? | 

* Udayana is not specified as the author of the commentary, but it seems to 
belong io the same author as the kárilás, since there is only one mangaldcha- 
rama for both, and the prose and verse follow each other as from the same pen. 


Unfortunately the MS. is carelessly transcribed and full of blunders, My ex- 
tract contains many conjectural emendations. 
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न. निरुवधिर्ल$नियतावधिकत्वे वा कादाचित्ववव्याघातात्‌ | न 
ह्यक्तरकाले संसगित्वमात्रं कादाचित्कत्वं किन्तु पागसति सावधित्व 
स रव प्राचो हेतुरिव्युच्यते। अस्त प्रागभाव णव च्यवधिरिति us 
च्यन्यधामपि तत्काल सत्त्वात्‌ अन्यथा तस्यव तत्काल निरूपणानुप- 
पत्ते । तथा च न तदकावधिकतल्रमविशंघात्‌ | इतरनिरपेतच्तस्य 
प्रागभावस्यावधित्वे प्रागपि तदवधेः कार्यस्य सत्वप्रसङ्गात्‌। "ue ये 
केिदवधये! न तु died इति खभावार्थ? इति चेन्न अपचन्त 
इति aise: | किं न नियता आहोखिन्नियता अप्यनुपकारकाः। 
प्रथमे धमा दकनवदूद्वेभमप्यवधोकुयात्‌ नियामकाभवात्‌ द्वितीये 
तु किमपकारान्तरण नियमस्यवापच्ताथत्वात्‌ तस्यव च कारणाथ- 
त्वात्‌, ELE च खभावस्थेव्धत्वात | 

Besides this commentary of the original author's, various 
pandits have written commentaries to illustrate the work,—for 
an account of these and the secondary glosses which these have 
in turn elicited, I refer the reader to Dr. Halls Catalogue, pp. 
82-84. 

The Kusumáujali was first printed in Calcutta in the ‘Saka 
year 1769, with the commentary of Haridása Bhattáchárya,— 
and it was subsequently reprinted in Bengali letters in the 
Samvat year 1916. For the present edition, two old MSS. 
have been collated,* which have been long in the possession 
of Naiyáyika families ; and from these I have introduced several 
emendations into the old text of the commentary. 

I have endeavoured to make my translation as accurate as I 
could, but I cannot fail to have left inadvertencies, for which I 
must plead in excuse the thorny nature of the subject. I have 
consulted pandits in all difficulties, but, as their explanations are 
necessarily given in Sanskrit or Bengali, it is not always easy to 
detect the frequent subtil distinctions of Hindu metaphysics. 
The translation is as literal as I could make it so as to be in- 
telligible, and I have every where endeavoured to supplement 
it by copious notes. But I cannot hope that the general reader 


* Lent to me by Pandita Jayanáráyana Tarkapanchánana and Pandita Mahes'a- 
chandra Nyáyaratna. 
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will be much interested in the major part of the treatise. Hindu 
philosophers reject all attempt to mix the dulce with the utile ; 
and, as Dr. Róer has well observed,* “ the punishment of this 
mystery and exclusion is the want of interest felt in the study of 
their works." I have subjoined a short synopsis of the whole. 
argument, which will shew the ground over which our author 
professes to travel ; and I hope that any one interested in the 
subject will be able with a little attention to master most of it. 
The only really abstruse portions are the latter half of the first 
and third chapters, and the discussion on the meaning of vidhi 
in the fifth; and these will certainly not repay an English 
reader for the trouble of understanding them. 

In my translation I have frequently borrowed Dr. Hall’s 
terminology, as found in his admirable translation of Pandita 
Nehemiah Nílakantha 'Sástrí Gore's * Rational Refutation of 
the Hindu Philosophical systems,’ and I beg to express my 
continual obligations to the pandit and his translator. 

But my acknowledgments are especially due to the Pro- 
fessors of the Sanskrit College, without whose assistance hardly 
one page of my translation could have been made. I have 
associated the name of Pandita Mahes'achandra Nyáyaratna 
with my own on the title page, as I read the original with him ; 
he has also helped me in the collation of the MSS., and his 
short gloss on the more difficult passages will be of great ser- 
vice to the Sanskrit student. But I must not omit to express 
my many obligations to Pandita Jayanáráyana Tarkapanchá- 
nana and Pandita Táránátha Tarkaváchaspati, the Professors of 
Philosophy and Grammar,—the two most learned Hindus I 
have met during my residence in India, and whose names, I 
hope, will be not wholly unknown in Europe from their re- 
spective editions of the Vais'eshika Sütras and the Siddhánta 
Kaumudi. 

E. B. C. 

Calcutta, March, 1864. 


* Categories of Nyáya Philosophy, Introd. p. v. 
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SYNOPSIS OF THE KUSUMANJALI. 


First Cluster. 

The contemplation of God produces liberation ; but the doubt 
arises,—is there a God for us to contemplate ? the universal prac- 
tical consent of mankind is conceded, but a fivefold theoretic objec- 
tion is raised against His existence, 1.— iii. 

A. There is no such supernatural cause of another world as 
adrishta or desert. 

This leads to a discussion on the relation of cause and effect, 
iv., ए., the Miminsaka notion of a distinct category, called capacity, 
and the Vedantist and Sánkhya tenet of one common material cause, 
vi-exiii.; the Sánkhya system is discussed, xiv.; the materialist, 
xv.; the Bauddha, xvi., xvii. Objections against causality answered 
in xviii, xix. Adrishta being unintelligent, its acceptance involves 
the concession of a Supreme Being to direct it, xix., xx. 

Second Cluster. 


B. Sacrifices &c. are a sufficient cause of another world, and we 
need not assume any Supreme Being. 

This is met by arguments drawn from the need of an external 
authority, and the fact of successive creations and destructions of 
the world, which involve the destruction of the Veda from on to 
won, i.— iV. 

Third Cluster. 

C. There are arguments to prove (God's non-existence, as drawn 
from tho six current proofs (pramánas);— 

a, from perception (pratyaksha,) as He is not perceived. 

This is met by a discussion on the nature of non-perception, i.—iii. 

B. From inference (anumina) iv.—vii. 

y. Erom comparison (upamána,) viii.—xii. 

5. From testimony (४६००७) xiii.—xvii. 

c." From presumption (arthápatti) xviii., xix. 

¢ From non-perception (anupalabdhi) xx.— Xxiii. 

The two last are denied to be proofs,—the four first are shewn to 
be silent against Theism. 
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Fourth Cluster. 
D. Some of the Mímánsakas hold that even if God did exist He 
could not be an authority (pramana) to us. 
The Mímánsaka definition of pramá is shewn to be erroneous, 
i.—iv., and its true definition given in v., vi. 


Fifth Oluster. 


E. There is an absence of any positive argument for God's exist- 
ence. श् 

To meet this, eight separate arguments are given ini. These are 
discussed, ii.—v. 

A new interpretation of i. is then suggested which would give 
eight vaidie arguments. This is interrupted by a discussion on the 
true meaning of vidhi or ‘command, vi—xiv. The second interpre- 
tation of i. is resumed, xv., xvi. The subject is summed up, xvii.— 
xix. 
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क्सुमाञलिः। 
ख्रीमदुद्यनाचायेविरचितः। 


RR 2 का 


औीहरिदासभट्टाचा यंहृतव्याख्यानसचितः | 


ओमदेशचन्दुन्यायरत्नसइलिततात्पर्यविवरणान्वित: i 


तत्सव्हितेन तु संस्कुतविद्यालयाध्यच्छेण 
श्रीमता zc fae काउणलसाइबेन 


situa: | 


कलिकाता-राजधान्याँ 
व्याप्रिष्ट-मिसन्‌-यन्ते मुद्रित: | 


TRAE १७ ८४ | WET १८ ६९ ॥ 
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प्रथमः MAR: | 


gioco e 


इबदीघदनधीतविद्यया तातमाढमु दमाविवर्धयन्‌। 
[3 ° ~ -~ नर 
Auma भवकर्मजन्मनां कोऽपि गापतनयो नमस्थत | 


दृष्टदेवतासझीर्तनं ब्रह्मप्रतिपादकस च्छब्द प्रयो गा त्म क ST 
age Haq ग्रन्थनामाच 

सत्पक्षप्रसरः wat परिमलप्राद्वाधबद्धात्सवा 

विस्वाना न विमदंन$म्टतरसप्रस्थन्द्माध्वोकन्य: । 

Suey निवेशितः पद युगे भ्टङ्गायमाणं AA- 

चेतो मे रमयलरविन्नमन घन्यायप्रखूनाञ्ञलिः ॥ ९ ॥ 

एषेऽनघोा निर्देषः, न्यायः समस्तरूपापपन्रलिङ्गप्रतिपा- 

दकं वाक्यं, स एव कुसुमाञ्जलिः मे मम चित्तं रमयतु दुःख- 
सामग्रोविद्दीनं करातु | अनघलं शब्ददाषरहिततं, विषया- 
We: पवाधनव निरासाभिधानादिति प्रकाश:। अविप्नं यथा _ 
स्यात, ईशस्य पदयग, पद्यतेऽन नेतिव्यत्प त््या पद्‌ प्रत्यायक, dut 
प्रमाणतर्करूपं, तच निवेश्रितः तद्विषयतया उत्पादितः | चेतः 
कीदृशं, wy यमाणं WH इव मकरन्द दुः खविगमेपाय «exi, 
स्मत्‌ दुःखविगभापायमनुसन्दधत्‌ | FEATS CAT ATE 


B 
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सदित्यादि। सता समीचीनेन, पक्षेणानकूलेन रविकिरणादिना 
प्रसरा विकाशा यस्थ स तथा, सतां yami दलानां fast 
aa स तथेति वा । सतामनुपइतघ्राणानाँ परिमलस्य गन्धवि- 
मेषस्य ARIAT साज्ञात्कारेण Wu उत्सव आनन्दो येन स: । 


™~ 


वर्दी कर एटविसदने न विन्वान: नान्यथाभ्गतसंस्थान:। अम्टत- 
UW xu werd इति प्रस्यन्दः, एतादृशं माध्वोकं मधु, तस्य 
स्ररुत्पत्तिस्थानम्‌॥ ATAA, सति प्रामाणिके पक्षतावच्छेदक- 
विशिष्टे इति यावत्‌, पक्षे सिघाधयिषितसाध्यधर्मके धर्मिणि, 
असर: प्रकर्षण सरा ज्ञानं यस्मात्‌, एतेनाअयासिद्धिखरूपा- 
सिद्धिवाधनिरास:। सतां विवेचकानां, परि सर्वतोभावेन, मलः 
सम्बन्धी व्यात्तिः, तस्याः प्रोद्दोधेन प्रमया बद्ध उत्सव आनन्दा 
येन, एतेन व्यभिचारव्याप्यवासिद्धिविराधानां निरासः। वि- 
मर्दने विराधिम्रमाणचिन्तायां न fase: न कायाचमः, 
तेन सत्प्रतिपच्तरा RTA Fed मोच्तः, रस Taare “छदिः 
feay इति" न्यायात्‌, प्रत्यन्द उत्पद्यमानं तेन मे ्षत्यासाध्यता 
निराइता, तदेव माध्वीकं, तस्य भरूत्पत्तिस्थानम्‌॥ १ ॥ 

“नन्वीश्वरपद यंगेनिवेशितस्य न्यायस्य मे चरूपफ लसम्ब न्धे 
मानाभावः, तत्तज्ञानविषयात्सवोधकस्यात्मशब्दस्य| संसारनि- 
दानमिध्याज्ञानविषयस्बात्ममात्रपरलात्‌ तन्मननस्थेव मोक्षाः, 
qaa इतिशङ्गायामा 


* “कृदिद्दिता भावो «arua पकाणत? इति संच्तिप्तसारे | 


+ “आत्मा वा E asa: श्रोतव्या मन्तव्यो निदिध्यासितव्यः” 
(इति TERTE | 
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स्वगापवर्गयामागेमामनन्ति मनीषिणः | 
यदुपास्तिमसावच परमात्मा निरूप्यते॥ २॥ 
स्वगापवर्गया: स्बर्गतुल्ययाः अपवर्गयार्जीवन्मृत्तिपर म emi: | 
ईश्वरमननझादृष्टद्ारा खात्मसाचात्कारदारा वा मुक्ता VT, 
; “तमेव विदितला$तिम्टत्युमेति नान्यः पन्या aaisa” (Aa 
| उ०) इतिश्रुतिस्तत्कारणले मानम्‌। खात्मसाच्षात्कारस्थ भा- 
; चहेतुले मानञ्च “यदात्मानं विजानोयादइमस्मीति पूरुषः । 
किमिच्छन्‌ कस्य कामाय संसारमनुसंसर त्‌? (SEIT?) इति॥२॥ 
दूह यद्यपि यं कमपि परषार्थमर्थयमानाः, ऽए ड्भ वद्ध खभाव 
zarufauzr, आदिविद्वान्‌ सिद्ध इति कापिलाः, an 
कमेविपाकाशयेरपराम्टष्टो निमाणकायमधिष्ठाय सम्प्रदाय 
प्रद्योतकेऽनुग्राइकञ्चंति पातञ्जलाः, सो कवेद्‌ विरूड्धेर पि नि- 
लेप: खतन््रसेति मक्षापाइएपता:, शिव इति शैवाः, परुषा- 
त्तम इति वैष्णवाः, पितामह इति पोराणिकाः, यज्ञपुरुष 
दूति याज्ञिकाः, सर्वज्ञ इति सोगताः, निरावरण इति दिग- 
at, उपास्यलेन देशित इति मीमांसकाः, लाकव्यवहार- 
fag इति चावाकाः, यावदुक्तापपन्न इति नैयायिकाः, किं 
agar यं कारवा5पि विश्वकमेंत्यपासते, तस्मिन्नेवं जातिगाच- 
प्रवरचरणकुलधमादिवदासंसार सुप्रसिद्धानभवे भगवति भवे 
तत्तसन्देइ एव कुतः, कि निरूपणीयं । तथापि, न्यायचच्षय- 
मीशस्य मननव्यपदेशभाक्‌। उपासनव क्रियते श्रवणानन्तरा- 


sati gàr चि भगवान्‌ बहुशः श्रतिस््तीतिहासपुराणा दिषु, 
52 
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इदानीं मन्तव्यो भवति “श्रोतव्या मन्तव्यः?” इ ति श्रतेः “आगमे- 
नानुमानेन ध्यानाभ्यासरसेन च। त्रिधा प्रकल्पयन्‌ प्रज्ञां लभते 
Magai इतिस्हतेश्च । तदि सङ्गेपतः पञ्चतयी विप्रति- 
पत्तिः aA SE परलोकसाधनस्याभावात्‌, अन्यथापि 
परखोकसाधनानष्ठानसन्भवात्‌,तदभावावेद कप्रमाणसङ्गावात्‌, 
सत्वेऽपि तस्थाप्रमाणतात्‌, तत्साधकप्रमाणाभावाचेति ॥ ३ ॥ 
xig दवितोयरितः, वृद्धो बोधखरूपः, आदो सगादो 
विद्वान्‌ चिद्रूपः, fag: अष्टविधैश्वयवान्‌, अविद्यास्मिताराग- 
द्देषाभिनिवेशाः पञ्च क्लेशाः, कमं werte: 
विपाका जात्यायुभोगा:, आशया घमाधमीः, निमाणाथें काचा 
निर्माणकायः, सम्प्रदाये वेदः, प्रद्योतकः प्रकाशकः, वेदस्य 
नित्यलात्‌, घटादौ कतेखेऽनुय़ाहकः शिक्षंयिता, शिवा faw- 
गण्यः, fare जनकस्याऽपि जनकः+ इज्यते इति यज्ञः, सवज्ञः 
चणिकसर्वज्ञः, आवरणमविद्यारा गद्देषमो हाभिनिवेशाः, उपा- 
waa देशितो मन्तादिः, यावदुक्तेषु यदुपपन्नं तेनेपपन्नः, चरणं 
शाखा । शाब्द सिद्कावप्णनुभित्सयाऽनुमितेनं संशयासक्तं दोषाय। 
(aus दुर्जनः? इति न्यायेन संशयमाच तदिडेत्यादि॥३॥ 
धमाधमात्मकाले किकपरलेोकसाधने विप्रतिपन्नं प्रति तत्सा- 
धनं, fag च तस्मिन्‌ तदधिष्ठाटतया ईश्वरसिद्धि:, चेत नस्य 
कारणस्य सचेतनाधिष्ठानेनेव कार्यजनकल्रात्‌ | तत्साधनायाद्च 
सापेचलादनादिलादैचित्चादिश्वटत्तितः | 
्रत्यात्मनियमाङ्ुक्तेरस्ति हेतुर लौकिकः ॥ ४ ॥ 


Q 
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अजे[किकोऽतोन्द्रिः परलाकडेतुरस्तीति प्रतिज्ञा । तत्र 
प्रथमतः कार णसामान्यसाधनायाच सापेच्ादिति। सापेक्षत्वं 
कादाचित्कलं, तथा च कार्यं सचेतुकं कादाचित्कलात्‌ JT- 
जनजन्यदत्तिवत्‌। “ननु घटादिद्देताः सदातनले घटादेरपि 
सद्ातनलापत्तिः, तथा च तस्य कादाचित्कलं वाच्यम्‌, एवं 
तत्कारणपरत्पराऽपि कादाचित्की सडेतुका वाच्या? इत्यन- 
वस्थायामत्तरमनादि त्वादिति, वीजाङ्कुरवत्‌ ग्रामाणिकीयमन- 
वस्था न दोषायेत्यर्थः | ननु suia कारणमस्तु, कि वा नाना- 
बझात्मिका प्रतिरव तथाऽस्तु’ vera वेचित्चादिति। काय 
विचिचकारणवत विचिचकार्यलात्‌। ननु दृष्टं यागाद्य॑व AIT 
ung किमदृ टेन? इत्यत्रा Aasaa इति। विश्वंषां परला- 
afdat afaa: यागांदी प्रडत्तितः, स्रगाद्‌फलकलज्ञानमंव 
यागादिप्रद्धत्तिजनकं, was तज्ननकलं तत्काल्लावस्यायि- 
व्यापारं विना न सम्भवतीति अदृष्ट्सिद्धिः। “नन्वदृष्टं न भागस- 
समानाधिकरणं किन्तु भाग्यादिनिष्ठलेनेव FAITH’ इत्य ्ञा 
प्रत्यात्मनयमादिति | s ADT प्रतिनियतात्मडत्तिलात, 
अधिकरण डृ्टम्य भोगजनकलेऽतिप्रसङ्गात्‌ ॥ ४ ॥ 
अकस्मादेव भवति, न किञ्चिदपक्ष कायंमिति, अतएव 
“निमित्तता भावोत्पत्ति: कण्डकतेच्छ्णादि दर्शनात?” इति 
gdwwud («Wu 1२२)! तचा ह 
इेतुभतिनिषेधे न खानुपास्यविधिनं च। 
खभाववर्णना नेवमवधेनियतलतः ॥ ४ ॥ 
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अकस्मादिति' कि इेतुनिषेधपरं भवननिषेधपरं वा, 
स्वातिरिकडेतुनिषेधपरं पारमार्थिकडेतुनिषेधपरं वा, AAT- 
अयत्रादेतुकलमन्त्येऽलोकचेठुकलञ्च पर्यवस्यति, aaa z- 
्यर्थपरं वा । खं कार्यम्‌+ अनुपाख्यमलीकम्‌। अवघेनियततत: 
नियतावधिककार्यद शनात्‌, अनियतावधिकले च कादाचित्क- 
त्वव्याकाप इति भावः ॥ ५ Ul 

“नन्वनादिखरेत्‌ कार्यकार णप्रवाः काद्चित्कलान्यथानु- 
UUW wmm, तदा gera wp हणादिव्यभिचारितया 
हणाद्यकारणले कादाचित्कवसख्भावव्याकापः, कारणान्तरस्य च 
वक्तमशक्यलात”। अच वज्यन कूलैकशक्तिमत्तेन कारणता, शक्ति 
पदाथान्तर प्रतिव्यक्ति नाना अनित्येऽनित्या “नित्यं नित्यंव 
सा शक्तिर नित्ये भावहतुजा? इति तत्विद्धान्तात्‌। वल्यनुकूला 
टणारणिमणिनिष्ठा शक्तिर्नित्या? इति तु अतान्तरम्‌। न्यायमतं 
w हणादिजन्यतावच्छेद्कं त्रेजात्यमेव, विजातीयेव्वेकजातीय- 
कायी नुकूलअत्तिक ल्पने धूमादिना वज्ञनुमानं न स्थात्‌, न 


# च्यकस्मादित्यच किंशब्दस्य छेतुपरत्वं तनव नञाऽन्वयात्‌ तदभावं 
कायस्य भवन लभ्यत, प्रच्चम्ययभ वन नान्वय भवननिषेधोा लन्यत | 
डउभयविधञ्चैतत्‌ uem नञोऽन्वयेन निष्पद्यत इति प्रत्येकान्वयरूप 
रकः प्तः wu कस्मादिति समुदितस्य विशिष्यय दतुप्रयाच्यभवन 
नजोइन्वये विशिष्टाभावो wd | तथा च रकविशेषनिषेधस्य fa- 
पाघान्तराग्यनक्षाफलकत्वात प्रयदासनञजा वा$इताभवन VAA | 
Beas gha कायमलीकञ्च सम्भवतीति विशिषान्वयपच्ते तदु 
(भयरूपं Warde निस्स्यति खानुपाख्य KAT | 
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स्थाच टणफत्कारसमवधानस्य निर्मन्थनारणिसमवधानस्य प्रति- 
फलितरविकिरणमणिसमवधानस्थ च प्रतिनियमः, AICI 
तावच्छेदकावच्छिन्नस्यैव कारणतावच्छेदकान्तरावा च्छ नसम 
वधाने कार्यजननस्य दृष्टलात्‌, फुत्कार माणसम्बन्धादि ताऽपि 
वज्ञापत्ते: । यदि च हणफुत्कारादिसम्बन्धादि णु वञ्नु कू लैका 
शक्ति: कल्प्यते तदा नेतत्‌ समाधानं, परन्तु ताणंवज्ादि निष्ठं 
Sar प्रत्यक्षसद्ध॑ दीपलादिवदिति न पदाथान्तरशक्ति- 
कल्पनम्‌ | अमुमर्थमा 

पवाडा नादिमानेष न विजात्येकशक्तिमान्‌। 

तत्ते यल्लवता भाव्यमन्ययव्यतिरोकचा: ॥ ६ ॥ 

एष कार्यकारणप्रवाइ; नादिमान्‌ अनादिः, विजातीयेषु 
हणादिषु एकशक्तिमान न प्रवाहः, अन्वयव्यतिरेकयास्तत्त 
नियतले fadi यल्लवता भावं aa: करणीयः, asta 
कल्पनीयमिति भावः। वङ्किसामान्यं प्रति लु विजञातीयोष्ण- 
स्पर्शवत्‌ तेज एव कारणम्‌ ॥ ६ ॥ 

“ननु यथा एक एव दीपः आलोाककारी वर्तिविकारकारी 
चटादिप्रकाशकारी च, तथा एकमेव ब्रह्म किं वा mT- 
कारणयारभेदात प्रतिपुरुषं भिन्नभिन्नवुद्धेरभिन्ना प्रशतिरेव 
हेतुरस्तु, तथा च नादृष्टाधिष्ठाहतयेश्वर सिड्किः? Taare 

एकस्य न क्रमः क्कापि वेचित्यञ्च समस्य न। 
शक्तिभेद न चाभिन्नः खभावो दुर तिक्रमः ॥ ७ ॥ 
एकस्य कारणस्य नियम्यो न कायाणां क्रमः, समस्य Us 


i 
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जातीयकारणस्य प्रयाज्यञ्ञ न कायाणां वैचित्यं वेजात्यं, 
तथा च क्रमिककार्यनिवाहकतया afanarcufafe: वि- 
जातीयकार्यजनकतया च विचिचडतुशिड्िरित्य्थः । 'शक्ति- 
भेदादेव सजातीयादेकस्मात्‌ कार्यवेजात्यंः दति शङ्कां निरा- 
'कुरुते शक्तिभेद न चाभिन्न इति। चो चेतो, न शक्तिभेदः 
अभिन्नो यतः भक्तिशन्तिमतेर भेदात्‌, भेदे च du कारण- 
SAAT एकमात्रकार णत्रभङ्गप्रसङ्गा दवेतापत्ति सेत्यर्थः | “ननु 
स्वभावादेव एककारणस्य विचित्रकार्यनिवाइकलं'. wur 
स्वभावा दुरतिक्रम इति। एकस्मिन्‌ कार्ये जनयितव्ये यः स्वभावः, 
कायान्तरजननकाले तस्यानुटत्तो दचनस्याऽपि जलादितं 
स्यात्‌, खभावस्य दुरपन्हवलादित्यर्थः। मदीपस्थले तत्तत्कार्य- 
सामग्रीभेद्कल्पनादिति भावः॥ © ॥ 

“ननु दण्डादिर्घटादौ TITS, न तु यागादिः खगादि- 
हेतुः? इत्यत्रा 

विफला विश्वट्टत्तिना न दु:खैकफलापि वा। 
दृष्टलाभफला नापि विप्रलम्भो$पि Fem: ॥ ८॥ 

fast परलेोकार्थिनां werd यागादेः प्रदत्तिर्वि- 
फला न, न वा दुःखमात्रफलिका प्रट़त्तेरिष्टसाधनताघीसा- 
भ्यल्लात्‌, न च दृष्टलाभफला प॒जाख्यातिधनादिफला, तन्निर- 
पेक्षेरपि तदाचरणात्‌। ‘केनचित्‌ प्रतारकेन खगादिफलकतया 
यागादिकं प्रकल्थ खयमनष्ठाय घन्धिता लाक: yang’ इत्य- 
चाइ विप्रलम्भोऽपि नेदृश दति। क एवं SATA यः 
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परप्रतारणाथें नानाविधक्केशडेतुकमंभिरात्सानमवसादयेत्‌, 
तथा च यागादिप्रश्‍त्ततिरेव खगादिफलकते यागादेमान- 
मिति॥ ८ ॥ A 

“ननु यागादिकं खगोडिडेतुरस्त न तु तच्ञन्यादृष्टं qur 
इत्यचाह 

चिरध्वस्त फलायालं न कमातिशयं विना i 
सम्भोगा निर्विशषाणां न ऋते: dedu e. 

चिरध्वस्त॑ यागादिकर्म afana तत्फलानुकूलव्यापारं 
विना फलाय नालं न समधें, चिरध्वस्तकारणस्य व्यापार द्वारैव 
चेतुलं, यथा अनुभवस्य संस्कार दारकस्य Wat | “ननु ATN- 
निष्ठमदृष्टं कारणमस्तु’ इति जिज्ञाायामाच सम्भोग इति। 
निर्विशषाणामदृष्टरूपविशेषगणइटून्यानाम्‌ आत्मनां सम्भोगः 
प्रत्यात्मनियते भोगः daa अदृष्टवत्तवा खोकतेरपि 
wat स्यात्‌, Maat शरीरादीनां सवीत्मसाधारण्यात्‌, तद- 
guata शरोर न्द्रियादिभिस्तद्गोगजननादित्यर्थः ॥ e. ॥ 

“ननु भाग्यदिनिष्ठ एव धर्मविशेषा$तोन्टिय: प्रतिनियत- 
भागादिनियामका5स्तु, यथा दाचादिनियामको वज्ञादिनिष्ठ: 
शक्तिभेद:, अन्यथा तादृशादेव करतलानलसंयागात सति 
प्रतिबन्धके दाहापत्त:। न च मण्याद्यभाव एव कारणमस्तु 
इति वाच्यं, कारणस्य भावलव्याप्ववात्‌, किन्तु शक्तिनाशं 
करोतीति मण्यादिः प्रतिबन्धक उच्यते, तथा च शक्ति; खो- 
काया? TATE 
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भावा यथा तथाऽभावः कारणं कार्यवन्मतः । 
प्रतिबन्था faurmdtazg: प्रतिबन्धकः ॥ ९० ॥ 

यथयाऽनवयव्यतिरेकादिना अभावो ध्वंसः कार्यः तथाऽभावः 
कारणमपि,'कारणल्लं WIAA इ'त्यस्याप्रयोजकलात्‌। A R- 
ञ्चित्करस्य प्रतिबन्धकलानुपपत्तिः इत्यत्रा प्रतिबन्ध zfai 
aan कारणाभावः, स च प्रकृति मणाद्यभावस्थाभावा 
मण्यादिः, तत्समवधान हे तु: पुरुष एव प्रतिबन्धकः, साथ कप्रत्य- 
येन च मणादो प्रतिबन्धकपद प्रयाग इति भावः। मोमांसक- 
नव्यास्तु “उत्तेजकाभावकूटविशिष्टमण्यभावलेन देलुले गोरवात्‌ 
लाघवाच्छक्तिनित्या वज्ञादी कल्प्यते, प्रतिबन्धके ufa शक्ति- 
ुण्डनम्‌। यत्तु “शक्तिः प्रथमतो वन्हिकारणजन्या वङ्हिनिष्ठा, 
प्रतिबन्धकेन च तस्या विनाशे उत्तेजकेन पनजेननं। न च 
गक्रेरनियतदेतुकलमिति वाच्यं, शत्वनुकूलशत्तिमत्तेन ATT 
ware इति। तन्न, वन्हिनिष्ठनानाशक्तिकल्पनापेक्तया उत्तेज- 
काभावविशिष्टमण्यभावखैकर्येव वरं हेतुलोचित्यात्‌, तथाचा- 
कुण्ठितशक्तिरेव तच कारणतावच्छेदिका कल्यते” इत्याहु: | 
तन्न, शक्तिकुण्ठने प्रतिबन्धकस्थ हेतुतमुत्तेजकस्य कुण्ठितत्व- 
विनाशकलमित्याद्यनन्तशक्तिकल्पनापत्तोरिति दिक॥९०॥ 

“ननु 'त्रीदीन्‌ प्रोचति, जी ददीनवडन्ति इत्यादे प्राक्षणजन्य: 
कालान्तरभाव्यवचातजनको व्यापारों ब्रोडिनिष्ठ: ARIA, 
“ग्रेक्षिता एव ब्रीचयोऽवघाताय कल्प्यन्ते’ इति वाक्यशेषात्‌ | 
किञ्च या यज्ञतफलाथितया क्रियते स तब्निष्ठफलजनकत्या- 
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पारजनकः यागवत्‌। किञ्च ब्रीह्यादीनामापरमाएँन्त भङ्गे 
न्रीह्यादिनियमानुपपत्तिः । एवं माघकर्षणादिना दमिनिष्ठा 
कृषिजन्या शक्ति्निवाच्या”। अचोत्तरस्‌ 
संस्कार: पुंस ऐवेष्ट: प्राक्षणाभ्यक्षणादिमि: v 
«er परमाणूनां विशेषाः पाकजादय: ॥९९॥ 

प्राचणादिभिः संस्काराऽदृष्टं पुंसः पुंसि इष्टः alam, 
प्रतित्रीहि नानाशक्तिकल्पनापेक्तया 'एकस्थेवा दृष्टस्यात्मनिष्ठस्य 
प्राच्षणादिजन्यावचातजनकस्य लाघवेन कल्पनात्‌, दृष्टदाराभावे 
सति विचितस्य कालान्तरभाविफलान कूलस्य घर्मजनकलकल्प- 
ara | deat म्रीचिरितिप्रत्ययबलाञ्च तस्य स्व रूपसम्बन्धेनेव 
ब्रीदिनिष्ठलं कलयते, एतेनाभिमन्लितपय:पक्षवादावपि तत्त 
त्फलानकूलमदृष्टं पुरुषनिष्ठं । त्रो्ीनिति च शक्तून प्राक्षति 
इत्यादाविव प्राक्षण दिजन्यजलसंयेगा दिरूपपर समवेतक्रिया- 
जन्यफलशाखितया कर्मता। Ar यङ्गतफलार्थिंतया क्रियते स 
तन्निष्ठफलजनकव्यापारजनकः? इति च श्निष्ठबधाद्यर्थक्रिय- 
माणश्येनादी खनिष्ठफलजंनके व्यभिचारि | यवाद्युत्त्तिनिय- 
मार्थमादइ खगणाः परखाणना पाकजादयए विशेषा विशेषकाः, 
तेन पाकजरूपरसादि विशिष्टाः परमाणवस्तत्तत्कायमार भन्त । 
चिकिंत्सास्थले तु धातुसाम्यमव भषजपानस्य रागादिना 
कले जनयितव्ये «ruta भावः" ॥ ९९ ॥ 


नन wu पाकजोा न विशेषस्तच वाय्वादा कथमुङ्भतस्पभादि, 


* माघकर्घणादिनाणि न ahaa किन्त suus ante न tase किन्तु कर्षणेन पूर्वभूमिनाश 
\मदीकरुणानन्तर ferar भमिजेन्यते। एवमेव पच्तधरमिश्राः | 
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करका च प्रतिरुद्धं xaufufa, कथञ्च प्रतिमादै प्रतिष्ठा- 
देरूपयागः, तथा च प्रतिष्ठाजन्या शक्तिश्चाण्डालादिस्पर्णनाश्या 
पूज्यताप्रयाजिका स्वीकार्या? इत्यचाइ 
निमित्तमेदसंसगादुङ्भवानुङ्भवाद्‌ यः | 
देवताः सन्निधानेन प्रत्यभिज्ञानताऽपि वा ॥ ९२ ॥ 
निमित्तभेदः अदृष्टभेद्‌ः, देवताः प्रतिष्ठाविधिना सन्निधा- 
नेनाइङ्कारममकारादिना अआराधनीयतामासाद यन्ति, ufa- 
छाविधिना देवतानाँ प्रतिमादे अइ ङ्कारममकारो, चाण्डा- 
लादिस्पर्शन तादृशाभिमानाभावः। देवतात्तेतन्यविवादेऽपि 
यथार्थपूजितलघीः प्रतिष्ठितवधीस चाण्डालादिस्पशाद्यभाव- 
विशिष्ठा पूज्यतानियामिका, तत्र चापयोगिनी प्रतिष्ठा । वस्तु- 
तस्तु ग्रतिष्ठाकालीनयावद स्पुश्यस्पर्शनादिसंसर्गाभावः प्रतिष्ठा- 
ध्वंसकालीन; पूज्यताप्रयाजक: “प्रतिष्ठितं प्रपूजयेत्‌’ इति क्तेन 
अतिष्ठाध्वंसस्थेव MARA feat १२ ॥ 
“ननु ठुलापरीचादै परीचाविधिना शक्तिस्तुलादो जन्यते, 
तया नमनोन्रमनादिकं फलं जन्यते? TATE 
जयेतर निर्भित्तस्य ट़त्तिलाभाय केवलम्‌ | 
परीच्यसमवेतस्य परीचाविधयो मताः ॥ १३॥ 
जयस्तदितरः पराजयः, तन्नि[मित्तस्या दृष्टस्य परीक्षणीयपुरुष- 
समवेतस्य टरत्तिलाभाय फलानुकूलसदकारिलाभाय परीचा- 
विधया मताः Maat: । ` याऽइमनेन परीक्षाविधिना तुला- 
ASE: VSS पापवान्‌ निष्पापो वेति ज्ञानं सहकारि। यद्वा 
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टरत्तिलाभाय जननाय, तथा च प्रतिज्ञानुरूपां एउड्िमपेच्य 
घभी$ण्णुद्धिमपेच्याधमीा जन्यते | एतेन 'ब्रह्ममधाकरणादिना 
पुण्णस्याजननात्‌ कथं तस्य सहकारि ATS MAA स्यात्‌' इत्यपि 
परास्तम्‌ ॥ ९३ ॥ 

aga “परुषसैतन्याश्रयः अकारणं, अत एव कूटस्थो 
नित्यः। प्रझतिश्चादेतना परिणामिनो नित्या war, "adu प्र- 
यमपरिणामो बुद्धिमेडत्तत्तं, तचाष्टा धमा: ज्ञानाज्ञानेशया- 
नैश्वर्यवैराग्यावैराग्यधर्मा धर्म रूपा:, बुद्धिसखदुःखेच्छादेषप्रय- 
नघर्माधमी सेत्यट्टि वा, भावनायास्तैरनङ्गोकारात्‌ अनुभव- 
Sq रूतिकाले खच्मतयाऽवस्यानात्‌। चेतनायाः प्रशतिकाया- 
या ag सैतन्याभिमानान्यथानुपपत्त्य साभाविकचेतन्यखरूप:ः 
पुरुषः fag: धमाधर्मिणारमेदात्‌। तत्र WAART AT- 
तोा$इक्कारस्तस्मराद्र्परसगन्यस्पर्शशत्तन्माचाणीति सप्त, चक्षु- 
स्वकघाणरसनाश्रोचमनांसि वाकपाणिपादपायूपस्थानि इन्द्रि 
याणि, ama: पञ्च armaa एथियप्रेजोवासाकाशानि 
जायन्ते। तदुक्तम्‌ “मूलप्रझतिरविहरतिमंहदाद्याः प्रतिवि 
qu: wu षोडशकस्त विकारो न प्रङृतिर्न विकृति: परुषः? 
(सा०का०३)। पञ्च मचाश्तान्येकाद्शेन्द्रियाणि चेति STET । 
Saee नित्यस्य ख्राभाविकेष्टानिष्टविषयावच्छिन्नस्वाभाव्येऽ- 
fara: स्यात्‌, महृत्यधीनलेऽपि विषयावच्छेद्यलस्थ प्रहृतेनिं- 
व्यतया तधैवानिभीच्षप्रसङ्ग:, घटादेर नित्यस्यापि खाभाविक- 
चेतन्यावच्छिन्नले दृष्टा दृष्टविभागानुपपत्तिञ्च, इन्हियमातरा पेक्षा 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digitized by eGangotri 


i SSN TRO ~ 


X9 कुसुमाझलिः | 


यदि विषयत्तेतन्यावच्छेद स्तथापि व्यासज्ांनुपपत्तिः, 'अता मनः 
Wa wanda इन्द्रियस्य विषयीयचेतन्यावच्छेदनिया- 
मकतं। apamat व्याप्रवाभिमानिना न नरो$इमित्यनि- 
मानः, अतस्तन्नियमाय नियतविषयाभिमानव्यापारकोऽचङ्का- 
राऽपि Pars: । जाग्रत्खप्नसपुप्तिषु श्वासम्रश्वासद्शंनात्‌ स- 
व्यापारं यदनुवर्तते तदुद्धितत्त्व मा गृत्तभावाष्टकयाणि Gara | 
तस्य ज्ञानरूपपरिणामेन सम्बद्धो विषयः पुरुषस्य स्वरूपति- 
रोधायकः, एवञ्च बद्धितत्तनाशादेव विषयावच्छेदाभावात्‌ 
Wr माक्ष:। भेदाय़हाच चेतनाऽइं करामोत्यभिमान:। तदुक्त 
“प्रकृतेः कियमाणानि s: कमाणि सर्वशः। अददक्कारविमूढा- 
त्मा कताचइमिति मन्यते? (गी?) इति। सा च बुद्धिरंशचचवती, 
पुरुषोपरागः विषयापरागः व्यापारावेशस्रेति, ममेदं कतेव्यमि- 
त्यत्र ममेति चेतनोपराग: बुद्धिचेतनयाभेदाग्रहात्‌ अतास्विकः, 
zafufa विषयोपरागः, ag urit व्यापारावेशः। SU 
वारोपितचैतन्यस्थ विषयेण सम्बन्धः ज्ञानं, ज्ञानेन सम्बन्ध सेत- 
ASE करामीत्युपलविः” LATS: | AAS 
qayar नियन्तारसखेतिता चस एव न:। 
अन्यथाऽनपवर्गः स्थादसंसारा$य वा Ya: ॥ १४ ॥ 

छतिसमानाधिकरणास्तावद्ध मोधमंदेषे च्छा: भोगस्य कृति- 
सामानाधिकरण्यात, एवं चेतिता चेतनः स एव छतिमानेव 
नोऽस्माकं मतः 'चेतना$हं करोमीति प्रत्ययबलात्‌। दूषणा- 
mare अन्यथेति। यदि बुद्धिनित्या तदा ggat- 
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aa सर्वदावस्थानात अनिमाचः स्यात्‌, यद्यनित्या तदोत्पन्ना 
वाच्या अनित्यभावस्यानुत्मत््वभावात्‌, तथा च तदुत्यत्तेः प्राक्‌ 
तदाञ्रितघमादेरप्यभावेन बुद्धितत्तस्थानुत्पत्ता नियतशरीरो 
न्द्रियादिकार्यस्यानुत्यत्ते असंसारः UA: ॥ we d 

चार्वाकस्तु “भवतु चेतनधमा दृष्ट चेतनञ्च न faq. 
किन्तु कायाकारपरिणत*्दतविशेष: गेराऽचं जानामीति प्र- 
तोत्या रूपवत्तसिद्धेः' vara 

नान्यदृष्टं स्सरत्यन्या नेकं ्वतमपक्रमात्‌ | 
वासनासङ्कःमेो नास्तिन च गत्यन्तर स्थिरे॥ १५॥ 

शरीरस्य AAS बाल्यदशायामनुश्दतस्य Gat स्मरणं न 
स्यात्‌ चैत्रदृष्टस्य मैत्रेणास्मरणभिव। न च बाल्ययोवनथोरेकं भूतं 
शरीरम्‌, अपक्रमात्‌ पूवेशरीरविनाशात्‌ परिमाणभेदेन xud- 
ata पूवेपॅरिमा एनाशस्या$श्रयनाशद्देठ कलात्‌ । न च कारणे- 
नानुभ्दतस्थ कार्चेण स्मरणं स्यादिति वाच्यं वासनासड्भमाभावात्‌, 
अन्यथा माचाऽनश्तस्य गर्भस्थेन UCU: | ननुपादानवा- 
सनाया उपादेये सङ्गमः स्यात्‌’ इत्यत्राह न च गत्यन्तर स्थिर 
«fai स्थिरे fewa garg पुज्ञान्तरोत्पत्तेरभावात्‌ करादि 
शरीरस्थाणादानं वाच्यं, तथा च विच्छिन्ने करादौ तदनुश्वतस्य 
स्मरणं न स्यात्‌, खण्डशंरीरे विच्छिन्नकरादेरनुपादानलात्‌। न च 
परमाणुनां चैतन्यं तेषाञ्च स्थिरलात्‌ wee स्यादिति वाच्यं, तथा 
सति स्मरणस्यातीन्द्रियल प्रसङ्गात्‌ तन्नि्ठरूपादिवत्‌, करपरमा- 
ETAT (AANA SA AM AAT TAFT Ul Val 
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“नन्वस्तु qug: तथा च पूवेपूवेपर माणपुञ्जेना पादे ये।- 
त्तरोत्तरपरमाणपुञ्ञ इति न स्मरणानुपपत्तिः? इत्यत्रा 
न वेजात्यं विना तत्‌ स्यात्‌ न तस्मिन्ननुमा भवेत्‌ | 
विना तेन न न तत्सिद्धिनाध्यक्षं निश्चयं विना ॥ १६ ॥ 
वैजात्यं gears विना न तत्‌ क्षणिकलं स्यात्‌ सिध्यतीत्यर्थः। 
स्थिर एव ASIST सकारिलाभालाभाग्या मेव कार्यजन्माजन्म- 


नारुपपत्ते: वीजवादिनेवाडुरादिजनकतापपत्ते:, वीजव्यक्तिभे- _ 


दाभावे कुत: क्षणिकलं स्यात्‌ । तस्मिन्‌ जातिविशेषे च ऐन्द्रिय- 
कडत्तावतीन्द्रियलेनाग्यपगम्यमाने सत्यनुमानं न स्यात्‌, धूम- 
कु्ंङ्रूपवन्हिलादिनेव वज्ञादे दे तुतवा विलक्षणखकार्यजनकत्ेन 
सस्भावितस्य विजातीयधूमस्थेव वक्रिजन्यवसस्भावनायां धूमसा- 
Aral हेतुला निणंयात्‌, तया च कार्यकारणभावरूपविपक्षबाधक- 
तकोधीनव्याप्रिनिणयस्थासम्भवेनानुमानमात्राच्छेदप्रसज vfu | 
तेनानुमानेनविना च चणिकलस्या सिद्धिः, तस्यानुभानेकगम्षलात्‌। 
नच तच प्रत्यक्षमेव मानमिति वाच्यं, निर्विकख्यकस्यैव तन्मते वि- 
षयजन्यतया प्रामाण्य, तस्य च सविकल्यकोन्नेयतया चणक!” 
दूति सविकल्पकस्थासिद्टावसिद्ध:। किञ्चाङ्कुरकुवेक्रूप लं न जातिः 
शालिल्राद्ना सङ्करात्‌, शालिलरमपचाय यवे तस्य सत्त्वात्‌, NT- 
लिलस्थापि कुष्ूलस्थे शालो तदपऱहाय BATA, qux शालो 
aaar समावेशादिति। अत एव रजतलादि व्याप्यं नानेव घटतं, 
*विजातीयसंस्थानवद्‌ वयवकलरूपमुपाधिमादाय घट इत्यनुगत- 
घीरिति ॥ १६ ॥ 
हि Aae कम्ब॒ग्रीवादि | 
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“नन्वस्तु चणिकले सन्देइः, न च प्रत्यभिज्ञाबलेन स्येयेसिद्धा 
कथं स इति वाच्यं स एवायं US TOs सन्देइसत्तात्‌’ अत्रा 
` Aag सन्देदो न प्रामाण्वे विराधतः। 
-एकतानिर्णयोा येन wu तेन स्थिरे मतः ॥ ९७॥ 
स्थेय न सन्देइस्सस्य प्रत्यभिज्ञया विषयीकरणात्‌, न च 
अत्यभिज्ञानरूपे, तस्यापि तदनुव्यवसायेन निर्णयात्‌, प्रामाण्य- 
apu न ww विराधात्‌ सञ्देइज्ञानस्य प्रामाण्यमन्देहे 
सन्दे इस्वायसिड्धेः, म्रामाण्यस्यासिद्धौ प्रामाण्यसंश यस्याप्यभावः 
कोव्यनिर्णयात। ननु प्रत्यभिज्ञायाः ware संशयः लून- 
पुनजातकेभादै त एवामी केशा इत्यादे खॅमल दर्शनात्‌? qure 
एकतेति। येन crus विरू्कधर्मसंसर्गविर षेण, क्षणिक 
az यदि तसिन्नेव चणे न नानालं किन्वभेदः, तदा fex 
स्थिरप्षेऽपि नानाक्षणवर्तिलेऽपि घटस्य न नानालं किन्वेक- 
«m, एकस्य ज्ञानस्य नानाविषयसम्बन्धवत्‌ एकस नाता- 
काल सम्बन्धेऽपि अविरोधात्‌, तत्तक्तारणक्रमाघीनलात्‌ त- 
न्तत्कालसम्बन्धस्य ॥ १७ ॥ | 
a4 परलोकसाधनसागतं | तत्रेदं शङ्कते 'कारणतं स्वाभा- 
विकमैपाधिक वा, आद्ये नीलस्य wary प्रति नीललवत्‌ कार- 
wu सवान्‌ प्रत्यविशेषात कारणलमपि Aq” द्वितीये उपाधे- 
रपि स्वाभाविकले तद्दोषतादवस्थ्यात्‌, चपाधिकलेऽनवस्था | 
किञ्च कारणलस्य खाभाविकले उत्पत्तेरार'्य ATS rq (qute 


(em च सव कार्णं सर्व॑स्य स्यादिति कावचिदथिक | 
D 
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इेतुशक्तिमनादृत्य नीलाद्यपि न वस्तुसत्‌। 
तदयुक्तं तच तच्छक्तामति साधारणं न किम्‌॥ ९८ d 

Sauls कारणतं, अनादृत्य अनिखित्य, नोलाद्यपि न 
वस्तुसत्‌ न प्रामाणिकं, तथा च “यत्‌ पारमार्थिकं तत्‌ खाधा- 
रणं यथा नीलादि, कारणलञ्च चदि न साधारणम्‌ अता 
न परमार्थसत्‌’ इत्यपि न स्थात्‌ दृष्टान्तस्यानित्यस्व नीलस्य 
कारणत्रीकारेण सर्वचाआवात्‌ नित्यस्य नीलादेः प्रमाणा- 
गोचरत्वात्‌। किञ्चेत्यादुक्तं दूषयति तद्युक्तमिति। तद्युक्तं सइ- 
कारियुक्तं, तत्‌ कारणं, तच कार्ये, शक्तमिति नोत्पत्तेरार'्य 
कारणलम्‌ | कारणलस्य साधारण्ये च इष्टापत्तिमाचच इति 
साधारणं न किमिति। नीलाढेरपि सर्वसाधारणं यत्‌ सर्वे- 

° नीललादिना व्यवह्रियमाणत्वं, तादृशञ्च साधारण्यं सह- 
कारियक्तस्य, जनकलमित्यस्याऽपि तथाव्यवहारस्य uafug- 
ATA ९८॥ 

“नन्वात्मनिष्ठम दृष्टं नात्मजन्यं, नित्यविभोस्तस्य कालता 
देशतख्च व्यतिरेकाभावात्‌ व्यतिरेकसचषछतान्वयस्सेव कारण- 
ताग्राहकलात्‌, aga कप्रथोजकव्यतिरेकम्रतियोा गिल्वस्सेवं का- 
रणतात्मकतवाच, तथा च समवायिकारणाभावे असमवायि- 
कारणनिमित्ताभ्यामपि न कार्य जननीयं तत््रत्यासन्नाभ्यामेव 
ताभ्यां जननादित्यदृष्टस्य नित्यलापत्तिः, तथा च न प्रतिः 
नियतात्मदेशकालीनभे[गजनकत् Aq’ इत्यत्राह 

'पूेभावो fe डेतुलं मीयते येन केनचित्‌ । 
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व्यापकस्यापि नित्यस्य धमिधीरन्यया न fe २६ ॥ 
afatan न कारणं किन्वनन्यथासिद्धनियतपूर्वभावः। 
चि Sal, यतो ग्राहको न व्यतिरेकः घर्भिग्राइकमानेनापि 
तस्य ग्रमापणात्‌ TAA मीयते . येन केनचित्‌ व्यापकस्य 
'नत्यस्यात्मनः येन केनचित्‌ प्रमीयते, अन्यथा धर्मिधीरेव 
न स्थात्‌, तथा च ध्मिंग्राइकप्रमाएसिद्धं तस्य हेतुलं, घटा- 
दिकं मति कपालादे र-्वयव्यतिरे कदर्भनात्‌ समवेतकायें प्रति 
द्रव्यस्य द्रव्यवेन कारणलच्य कल्पनात्‌ प्रथिव्यादिबाधे परिश- 
घेण ज्ञानेच्छादे। एथिव्यादिभिन्नसमवायिनः सिद्धि:। aga 
समवायिकारणताघटको$न्यान्याभावः, यन्न कपालं तन्न घटः 
वदितिवत्‌ यो न आत्मा न तत्र ज्ञानादि’ इति घीसम्भवात्‌। 
एवं या न कालस्तत्र सम्बन्धविशेषेण न घट इति निर्मित्तका- 
रणस्याऽधिक र णीश्ूतस्य कार णताऽप्यन्यान्याभावरूपव्यतिरेकेण 
ग्राह्मा॥ एवञ्च मायाम्रकृत्यविद्यादिपद मप्येतत्पर मिति न AT- 
fax जगतः इत्यादिश्रुतिविराधः, तथा चादृष्टाधिष्ठाहतया 
Sarfafs: l ९६ ॥ 
स्तवकाथंसंग्राइकल्लाक माच l 
इत्येषा सहकारिशक्तिर॒समा माया दुरुनीतिता 
मूललात्‌ प्रकृति: प्रबाधभयतो$वियेति यस्थादिता i 
` देवाऽसो विरतप्रपञ्चरचनाकल्लोलकोलाइलः 
साक्षात साज्षितया मनस्यभिरतिं बभातु शान्तो मम sal 


इति प्रथम; स्तवकः | 
D 2 
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दति स्तवकसमाझा, यस्थेशस्यं सइकारिशक्तिः सहकारि- 
रूपा शक्तिः कारणम्‌, एषा सहकारिरूपा माया, wad 
सर्वकायापेक्षणी यत्वात्‌, दुरुनेयलात्‌ सादृश्यान्माचापदे५दृट्टे 
लक्षणा, मूललात्‌ nafa: सेव, तत्तज्ञानप्रतिबध्यलात्‌ सैवा- 
विद्या, उदिता wat, असा देवा मम मनसि खविषयां 
साचाद्भिरतिं साचात्कारि ज्ञानं, बभातु जनयत्‌, साक्षितया 
waa, निणायकतया साच्षिलं, शान्त: रागादिगुणपएटून्यः, 
अपज्ञस्थ मिथ्याज्ञानाद: कलालः मिथ्याज्ञानपरन्परा, तस्याः 
कालाहल; किंवदन्ती सा विरता यस्मादिति॥ २० ॥ 


इति श्रीहरिदासभट्टाचारयंविर चितकुसुमा ञ्ञलिकारिका- 
म्रथमस्तवकव्यास्यानम्‌ N 
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अन्ययाऽपि परखोकसाधनानुष्ठानसम्भवादिति दितीवयवि- 
प्रतिपत्त्तिः। “अन्यथा इश्वरं विनाऽपि परलोकसाधनयागा- 
द्यनुष्ठानं सम्भवति यागादेः सर्गसाधनलस्य वेद् गम्यात्‌, 
नित्यनिर्दाषतया च वेदस्य प्रामाण्यं, मद्दाजनपरिग्रद्वाच प्रा- 
arga ग्रह इति वेदकारणतया नश्वर सिद्धिः, यग द्भिँ सम्पा 
दितस्ार्वन्यकपिलादिपूरवेक एव वा SAS’ इत्यत्रा 
प्रमायाः परतन्त्तलात्‌ सर्गप्रलयसम्भवात्‌। 
तद्न्यस्मन्नविश्वासान्न विधान्ततरसम्भवः ॥ ९॥ 
शाब्दी प्रमा वक्तुसथार्थवाक्यार्थंधी रूपगणजन्या इति UT- 
घारतया ईश्वरसिद्धिः। “ननु Sees यथार्थवाक्यार्थः 
घीर्गणः, eH च वेदे निदीषलमेव ग्रामाण्यप्रयाजकमस्त, 
मदाजनपरिग्रदेण च प्रामाण्यग्रहः' इत्यत आच सगं प्रल य- 
सम्भवादिति। प्रजयेत्तरं पूर्ववेदनाशादुत्तरवेदस्य कथं HT- 
aw मदाजनपरिग्रहस्याऽपि तदा अभावात्‌। शब्दस्थानित्यलं 
उत्पन्नो गकार इति प्रतीतिसिद्धं, प्रवा दाविच्छेदरूपनित्यल- 
मपि प्रलयसस्थभवात नास्तीति भावः | 'कृपिलादय एव 
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सगादो पूर्वंसगीभ्यस्तयागजन्यधमानभावात्‌ साक्षात्कतसकला- 
या. कतारः सन्तः इत्यत are तदन्यस्मिनिति। विश्वः 
निमाणसमथा अणिमादिशक्तिसम्पन्ना यदि सर्वेज्ञास्तद्‌ग ला- 
चवादेक एव तादृशः स्वोक्रियतां स एव भगवानीश्वरः, अनि- 
त्यासर्वविषयकज्ञानवति च विश्वास एव नास्तीति वेदिक-«. 
व्यवहारविलाप इति न विधान्तरसम्भवः ईश्वरानङ्गोकर्टनये 
इति शेषः ॥ ९॥ 

“ननु सर्गग्रलयसम्भवाद्ति न युक्त प्रलये मानाभावात्‌ 
इति। अहोाराचस्याव्यवद्दिताहाराचपूवेकवनियमात्‌, कर्मणां 
विषमविपाकतया कालापाधिलस्य भोगव्याप्यलात्‌ युगप- 
दृष्टस्य च ठत्तिनिराधानुपपत्तेः, ब्राह्मणस्य ब्राह्मण जन्यलनि- 
यमात्‌ सगायुत्पन्नत्य ज्राह्मणलाभावात्‌ उत्तरकालेऽपि त्राह्म- 
णव्यवहारानुपपत्ते:, प्रयाज्यप्रयाजकर्या रभावात्‌ सद्भेतग्रहा- 
भावे शब्द व्यवद्दारानपपत्तेः, घटादिनिमाणे नेपण्यस्थ d- 
दर्शनसापेक्षस्य सगोदावभावात्‌ घटादिसस्प्रदायोच्छ दादि- 
त्यादेबाधकाञ्च' तचा ह 

वषादिवद्धवापाधिटत्तिराध: सुषुध्चिवत्‌। 
síga मायावत्‌ समयादयः ॥ २॥ 

यथा वषीदि नस्ाव्यव्षतवषीदिनपुर्वकले साध्ये राशि- 
विभ्रेषावच्छिन्नरविका लपूर्वकलमुपाधिस्तथाऽहो राच स्थाव्यवहि- 
ताझराचपूर्वकलेऽव्यवच्षितसंसार पूर्वकलमुपाधिः, भवोपाधिः 


संसारावच्छेदककालापाधिः स एव उपाधिरित्यर्थः । सुषुत्ति- 
CROP  _ 
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काले कतिपयव्यक्तिनिठभोगजनकाडृ्टनिराधवत्‌ कालविशे- 
षात्‌ समस्तात्मनां समस्तादृष्टनराधस्तदिदमृत्तं ठत्तिराधः 
__ सुघुन्चिदिति। sfa शाकविशेषः, तस्य यथा तण्ड्लकणात्‌ 
झाकविशेषवोजाच्च उद्भवः, यथा वा gau गामयाइ iA- 
काच उद्भवस्तया कालविग्नेषेऽदृष्टविशेषात्‌ केवलात्‌ इदानी च 
aqua जाह्मणेत्पत्ति:, वैजात्यस्थ कार्यतावच्छेदकलात्‌ न 
व्यभिचार:;। यथा मायावी खछचसच्याराधिष्ठितदारुपुचकं 
wur दारुपुचकं घटमानयेत्यादि नियोज्य चटानयनं सम्पाद्य 
बालकस्य युत्पत्तो प्रयाजकस्तथेश्वरो5पि प्रयोज्यप्रयाजकभा- 
वापन्नं शरीरद्वयं परिग्य्ह्य aast झला तदानीन्तनानां 
शक्ति areafa | एवं घटादिसस्प्रदायमपि खयं कता शिक्ष- 
यति, तदिदमुक्तं मायावत्‌ समयाद्य इति । समयः शक्ति- 
यहः ॥ २ ii 

बाधके निरस्ते साधकमप्याह 

जन्मसंस्का र विद्या दे: क्तेः स्वाध्यायकर्मणाः | 
हासदर्शनता हासः सम्प्रदायस्य मीयताम्‌॥ ३॥ 

सम्प्रदायस्य वेदादिसम्प्रदायस्य हासा$नुमीयतां, कुतः 
जन्मादेह्रासदर्शनात्‌। प्रयाग, वेदादिसम्प्रदायाऽयमत्यन्त- 
मुच्छियते हसमानलात्‌ प्रदोपवत्‌। खरूपा्िद्युद्धा राया 
जन्मेति। पूर्वे मान्यः प्रजास्ततः पचमाचार्थिताप्रयुक्तमेथुनजा: 
सम्प्रति सम्भेगकामिप्रद्धत््यावजितजन्मान इति जन्मदास:। 
पूवे चरुप्रस्टतिणु संस्कारः तता AH तता जननानन्तरम्‌ 
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इदानो कथञ्चिदिति संस्कारदास' rua सहखशाखस्थ चतु- 
देट्स्याध्ययनं तत एकस्याः शाखाया दृत्यादिक्रमेण विद्याद्रासः। 
विद्यादेरित्यादिना डत्तिधमादिसंग्रदः, पूर्वमुञ्छ शिल त्तय- 
स्ततोऽयाचितद़त्तयस्ततः कप्यादिटत्तयस्ततः सेवादत्तय इति 
afama: पूरे तपज्ञानयज्ञदानात्मक ञ्च तुष्या ड्ू म॑स्ततस्त्रे- 
ताद wax war च fades: स्खलद्वानेकपादिति 
Agm: पूर्व यज्ञग्ेषभुजस्ततेऽतिथिशेषभुजस्ततः स्वार्थ- 
साधितभुजस्तते रृत्यादिसहुज इत्यपि धर्महास:। खाध्या- ` 
यस्याध्ययनस्थ FAT यागादेः भक्तेः सामर्थ्यस्य हासात्‌, अध्य- 
gana; कारणस्य वासात्‌ विद्याशतोः कार्यस्य हास इति 
wufgzwi एवञ्च ्रह्माण्डनाशे तद्‌न्तर्गतप्राणिनाँ नाश 
zía प्रलयसिद्धि: । भच्यपेयाद्यद्वेतरागजीविकाकुतकाशभ्या- ग 
सव्यग्रताभिसन्धिपाषण्डसंसग प्रतारणादि निबन्धनान्या या We- 
fewer तद्वान्‌ wx, तत्परिय्रहात्‌ वेद प्रामाण्थ- 
fafa ॥ ३॥ 
स्तवकार्थसंग्राहकञ्लाक माह 

कारं कारमलैकिकाहुतमर्य मायावशात्‌ संचरन्‌ 

हार हारमपीदजालमिव यः कुर्वन्‌ जगत्‌ क्रीडति | 

तं देवं निरवग्रद्फुरदभिध्यानानुभावं भवम्‌ 

विश्वासेकशुवं शिवं प्रति नमन्‌ भ्यासमन्तेव्वपि ॥ ४ ॥। 

इति दवितीयः स्तवकः | 
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तद्भावावेद्कप्रमाणसम्भ्वादिति हतीयविप्रतिपत्त्तिः । 
“तले घटाभाववदीश्वरस्याप्यनुपलख्ेेरभावस्य FRG, पर- 
मात्मनोऽयाग्यतया योग्यानुपलख्रेर भावात्‌ नाभावग्रहो यदि 
तदा शशशटङ्गस्याप्ययाग्धस्य नाभावः fuu? इत्यचा ह 
योग्थाऽदृष्टिः कुताऽयाग्थे प्रतिबन्धिः कुतस्तराम्‌। 
कायाग्यं बाध्यते Wy कानुमानमनाअयम्‌ ॥ ९ ॥ 
अयोग्ये परमात्मनि योग्यानपलञ्चिः कुतः, सेव बाधिका, 
या चास्ति सा न बाधिका, अन्यया५ऽकाभधमाघमा दिविलया- 
aa: | NFT चाग्यमेव तथा च कुतः प्रतिबन्धिः। अयो- 
ग्यन्तु way न बाध्यते किन्तु माधकाभाव एव तत्र । waa 
पञ्चमस्तवके साधकस्य वक्तव्यलातू। “ननु कर्ढेलव्यापकशरीर- 
अयोजनाभिसन्धानवारभावात्‌ ईश्वरस्याभावा$नुमेय:' इत्यत्राह 
कानुमानमनाश्रयमिति। ईश्वरस्याश्रयस्थ vquifü3: सिद्धी 
च धर्मिंग्राहकमानेन अनुमानबाध एव ॥ N 
“ननु असत्स्यात्युपनीत ईश्वरस्तत्र कलाभावः aaa 
वाऽभावः साध्यः? TYAS 
व्यावत्याभाववत्तेव भाविकी fe विशेष्यता । 
अभावविरहात्मतं ada: प्रतियोगिता R ॥ 


E 
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सावला: wfaqur, तद्‌भाववत्ता भाविकी पारमार्थिकी 
fe यत: Aaaa अभावस्याश्रयता, तथा चालीकं न विशे- 
amas | अभावविरदात्मतलं प्रतियोगिलमवस्ुनो नेति ना- 
लोकस्य प्रतिषेधाधिकरणलवत्‌ प्रतिषेध्यवमपोति भावः ॥ २॥ 
“ननु अयोग्यस्याप्यनुपलव्व्या कथं नाभावग्रहः’ इत्यत आड 
दुष्टापलम्भसामग्ी शशणटङ्कादि याग्धता | 
न तस्यां नेपलम्भरोऽस्ति नास्ति साऽनुपलम्भने॥ ३॥ 
साग्धानुपलख्धिरेवा भावग़ादिका, अन्यथा$तोन्हरियमाचा- 
वळे दापत्तेः। Swat च प्रतियागितट्याप्येतरयावदुपलस्भसाम- 
ग्रोसमवधा नम्‌*, एवञ्च sug योग्यता दुष्टा देषषघटिता 
उपलम्धसामगी वाच्या, तस्यां सत्यामनपलसिन किन्तूपलव्सि- 
रेव स्यात, अदृष्टे च सा योग्यता नास्तीति॥३॥ 
“नन्वात्मा किञ्चिदनभिज्ञः खनिष्ठकर्ृृलानिरूपकच्ितिको 
वा आत्मलात” इत्यत्राह 


* प्रतियागितद्याप्याभ्यां इतरा यावती डपलम्भस्य प्रतियोगिपत्य- 
ag सामग्री SUD wp समवधानं मिलनमित्यथः | एंता- 
टणयोग्यतासंहिता अनपलब्धिः असर्दिघयस्थले काप न amala | 
तथा fe aga द्विविधा सामग्री प्रमास्थले विघवसहितः चच्तु 
रादिकारणकलापः, भ्रमस्थले च विधयरुछित पित्तादिदोषस हितः 
चच्तरादिकार्णसमदायः। तच प्रथमा विघय्सदहिता द्वितीया च 
सर्वटेव विषयरुदिता इति पलितं, एतयारब्यतरसत्त्व र्व प्रत्यच्त जा- 
यत। WS; स्य सप्रसद्रपत्वन ततप्रत्यक्षसामग्री {द्वितोया वाच्या, तत. 
सच्चे च शणण्टकस्थ प्र्यक्षमेवेति न प्रद्मच्ताभावरूपानुपलब्धिः, तद- 

ज्व च ततखरूपा उक्तयाग्यतैव नास्तीति विसंवारन wes íz- 
Gi Janaa auna: न कदापि सम्भवतीति भावः | 
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इष्टसिद्धिः प्रसिद्भेऽशे देल्वसिद्धि रगाचरे | 
नान्या सामान्यतः सिद्धिजातावषि तथैव सा ॥ 8 ॥ 
प्रसिद्धे संसायात्मनि wd इष्टसिद्धिः सिद्धसाधनम्‌, अगे- 
चरे अज्ञाते ईश्वरे wefufg: चेतारज्ञानं, आत्मलेन सामा- 
न्यतः fag: vada तत्राणस्मदादिस्तदितर आत्मा वा पक्ष 
इति विकल्पे सिद्धसाधनं हेलसिद्धिवा । aaraa जातिः 
पक्ष; qur जातार्वाप तथैव afal आत्मलं जातिर्न fufa- 
af इत्यचेष्टसिद्धिः सिद्धसाधनं, tary तत्रासत्तमिति xa- 
fagara n ४ ॥ 
— व्नन्वागमादि्सिद्भात्मनि «mid are’ तत्रा 
BAAS: WAITS बाधनादनिषेधनम्‌ | 
qaaa तु सेव स्थादाय्रयासिड्िरुद्धता ॥ ५ n 
"mz: प्रमाणले ततएव इश्वरस्य adatfefagr Te- 
ताद्यभावसाघन बाध: | आगमादेरप्रमाणले सेवा्रयासि- 
fg: BFA डत्कटा ॥ ५ ॥ 
sra चावकाः “योग्यताविशेषणेन किं, यन्न vad तन्ना स्ति’ 
इत्यनुपलल्भिमाचमेव बाधकं स्यात्‌, अनसानविलोपञ्चेष्ट एव 
धूमदर्शनानन्तरं वज्र्थप्रडत्तिख्च सग्भावनामाचात? इति तचाद 
qaga सन्देहा भावाभावविनिश्वयात्‌ | 
अदृष्टिबाधिते इता प्रत्यक्षमपि दुर्लभम्‌ ॥६॥ 
सम्भावना हि सन्देहः, स च दृष्टा नास्ति तस्य faga, 


azar च नास्ति www तदभावरस्यैव निणंयात्‌ । एवम- 
2E 
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दृष्या अनुपलब्या, Sar प्रत्यक्तकारणे चक्षरादा बाधिते सति 
अत्यक्षमपि प्रमाणं न स्यात्‌, अनुपलञ्भिकालेऽपि qui सत्ते तु 
व्यभिचारात्‌ नानुपलखिर भावावधा र I हेतु: | एवञ्च WT- 
ज्विगंतसावाकः पुचदाराद्यमावमवधार्यं विक्रोशेत्‌, Virg 
ऽपि कुटुम्बं नासादयेत्‌, तदा तेषां सत्ते चानुपलस्िव्येभिचा- 
रिणो न हेतु: स्यादिति॥ ६॥ 

“ननु यद्यनुपलभ्भ् मा तं नाभावसाधकं तदा अयोग्यापाधि- 
«ur घूमादावपि व्यभिचारशझतया न व्याप्तिनिश्चयः A- 
दिति गतमनुमानेन' इत्यत्रा 

UE चेदनुमाऽस्येव न चेच्छङ्का ततस्तराम्‌ | 
य्याघातावघिराशङ्का तकः शङ्खावधिर्मतः॥ ७॥ 

तद्दे शतत्कालयोय॑भिचाराभावनिख्यात्‌ कालान्तर दे शा- 
न्तरस्ययाव्यभिचारशक्का स्यात्‌ कालान्तरदेशान्तरस्यज्ञान- 
ज्चानमानादेवेति सिद्धमनुमानं। शङ्का न चत्‌, ततः शक्का- 
face तरां खुतरामनमानम्‌। “aa कि शङ्कानिवतक' qure 
तर्कः शङ्खावधिर्मत इति। विपचबाधकतकाच्छङ्काविर हा 
मतः aaa: इत्यरथः | “ननु तस्यापि व्याज्ञिसूलकलेऽनवस्टा? 
curare व्याचातेत्यादि। तर्क॑मूलव्याप्त न शङ्गा व्याघातात्‌, 
क्कप्रकारणं विना कायात्पत्तिशक्वायां ढश्यय भाजनादा पर- 
प्रतिपत्त्यर्थञ्च शब्द प्रयागादा। प्रवतेतेति। एवञ्च तकंनवतारे 
श्ङ्ितिपाधिर वाप्रयोजक इत्युच्यते । तदुक्त यावच्चाव्य\त- 
Sf शर्तागेनाप xd. विपछस्य कुतस्तावद्धेतेर्गमनिः 
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aaan विपक्षस्य विपचे हेतारव्यतिरेकितलं सत्त्वं यात च्छ इते 
तावद्धेताने गमकलमिति भावः। अ्यभिचारशङ्ा च डपा- 
धिशङ्काधीना। तदुक्तम्‌ अन्य परप्रयुक्तानां व्याप्तीनामपजी- 
वकाः। Agata नेवेष्टा व्यापकांशावधारणा’ इति। अन्ये 
केचन हेतवः परप्रयुक्तानां व्याप्नीनामुपजीवका:, तथा हि 
उपाध्यवच्छिन्नदेतुनिष्टा ufu इेतुतावच्छदकावच्छिन्नहेठु- 
टत्तितया ज्ञायते, अत एव उप समीपवर्तिनि खससानाघि- 
करणे qua व्याप्तिं आदधाति बोधयतीति sufan 
जवाकुसमादिसाधारणः, d: सोपाधिभिदृष्टेरपि wd व्याप- 
काँशस्थावधारणा निश्चया नेस्यते साधारणधर्भेण साध्यसंशय- 
जननादित्यर्थः॥। ७ ॥ 

“ननूपमानमीश्वरे बाधकं स्यात्‌’ अदोापमानस्यातिरि क्तप्रमा- 
णस्यानभ्युपगमात्‌ न बाधकलमिति दैशेषिकाद्यः। तच सादु- 
WS ua rure य्राहइकमुपमानमिति केचित्‌, सादृ शं न xul 
गुणः FY वा गुणसमवेतलात्‌, न सामान्यं सप्रतियोगिकलात्‌* 
सामान्यादिटत्तिलाच, नाभावः सप्रतियोगिकलेनाप्रत्ययात्‌। 
aq न प्रत्यकगम्यमिन्द्रियपातमाचेणाप्रतीतेः, नापि प्रतिया- 
गिज्ञानसइहृतमिन्द्रियं ग्राहकमिति वाच्यं गोसदृशो गवय इति 
ज्ञानानन्तरं सा गागेवयसदृशीत्यसत्निकष्टगाविशेय्यकग्र हस्या- 
प्रत्यच्लात्‌, नाप्यनमानगम्यं लिङ्गाप्रतिसन्धानेऽपि ज्ञायमा- 
नलात्‌, न शब्दगम्यं तस्थासावेचिकवादिति aure 


* उपमानसापेच्तत्वात्‌ | 
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३० कुसुमाञ्जलिः | 


परस्परविरोधे हिन प्रकारान्तर स्थितिः i 
नेकता5पि विरुद्धानासुक्तिमाचविराधत; ॥ ८ ॥ 

न प्रकारान्तरस्थितिः न न्ञाअयात्मकल्ं*, चि यतः, WAT 
विरोधात, नेकतापि न सावाभावात्ाकलमपि, विरूद्धानामिति 
हेतु गभविशेषण परस्परविराधिरूपलात्‌। विराधमव Wi" 
पादयति उक्तिमार्चावराघत. | नाभाव इत्यक्त च. भावः 
ayaa: कथमभावता, न भाव इत्युक्त चाभावलप्रतीतेन NT- 
aaa) अयमभिप्रायः सादृश्यं आवाऽभावा वा SAURA- 
तिरिक्तस्य प्रसिद्धः, अभावल सप्नमपदायलं भावले च गणवत्ते 
gaa निर्गणले सामान्यवत्त्त च गणान्यले कर्मलं deus 
qua नर्गणनिःसामान्यभावलंऽसमदेतल च समवायत्वं सम- 
dad च अनेकाश्चितले सामान्यल एकाशितले विशेषलम्‌। एवं 
शक्तिसझादया5पि पदाथा निराकायाः॥ s ॥ 

“ननु भवतु gA समानधमं एव, ag ema gay 
मानान्तरं Ba ढत्यचाई 

साधर्म्य॑मिव वैधम्य redd सज्यते | 
sauf व्यक्तमिति चेत्‌ प्रहतं न किम्‌ ॥ = ॥ 
अयं गोविसदृश इति ज्ञानानन्तर सा गारतदिसदू शीति धी 
ग्रमाणान्तरादेवास्त | अथ "एतस्य deus तस्मिन्नेतदेधम्यं 
विना$नुपपत्नमित्यथापत्तिरेव' इति, ATES गावेयख TU 


*[नाभयात्मकत्व उभाग्यामन्यल मित्यर्थः | 
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गेवयसादृश्ये विना$नुपपत्नसित्यथापत्तिरेवेति न मानान्तरं 
सादृश्यय़ाइकं मन्तव्यसिति॥ e N 
वेशेषिकादिभिरूपमाने दूषिते नेयायिक: प्रा 
सम्बन्धस्य परिच्छेदः संज्ञायाः संज्ञिना सह | 
प्रत्यक्षाद्‌ र साध्यलादुपमानफलं विदुः xo n 
फलमित्यनन्तर' इ तीत्यध्या हाये, संज्ञाया गवयादिसंज्ञायाः 
संजना गवयलादिविशि्टेन we, सम्बन्धस्य शक्तेः, परिच्छेदः 
नियः, उपमानस्य आनान्तरस्य फलमुपमितिः, प्रत्यक्षादे र- 
साध्यलात्‌ इन्द्रियलिङ्गशब्दानामसामश्यात्‌॥ ९० d 
“ननु गासदृशे गवयपदवाच्य इत्यतिदेशवाक्यादेव शक्ति- 
धीरस्तु, “गवयत्रविशिष्टा धर्मों गवयपदवाच्या गोसदृ शलात्‌' 
इत्यनुमानाद्वाऽस्ठु” तचा 
सादृश्यस्थानिमित्तवानिमित्तस्थाप्रतॉतित: i 
समयो दुग्रेड: पूर्वे शब्देनानुमयापि वा ॥ ९१ UI 
समयः गवयतादिजातिपरस्कारेण शक्तिरूपसम्बन्धः, स 
च wdx: शब्दादनुमानादा न सम्भवति, गवयलस्य तेन पुरा- 
इग्टद्दीतवात्‌। न च सादृश्यमेव प्रदृत्तिनिमित्ततया ग्टह्यताँ 
शतस्य गस्लेणाप्रडत्तिर्निमत्तलात्‌॥ ९९॥ 
“ननु HARAT गवयखस्वाप्रतोतलेऽपि यदा aud प्रत्यक्षं 


# तस्य तद्भिन्नत्वे सति तद्धमंवत्त्वखरूप साट श्ञस्य, सप्रदत्तिनिमि- 
त्तत्वात्‌ शब्द्तानवच्छेदकत्वात्‌, सम्भवति Tal धम गुरुमा नाव- 
[ER डति नियमात | 
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तदा Maa गवयपदवाच्य इत्यतिदेशवाक्यालक्षणया गवय- 
लपरात्‌ तेन रूपेण शक्तिधोरस्त' qure 
श्रतान्वयादनाकार्द्ध न वाक्यं ह्यन्यदिच्छति। 
पदाथोन्वयवेधयात्‌ तदाचिप्तेन सङ्गतिः || ९२॥ 

गासादृश्यसामानाधिकरण्येन गवयपद्वाच्यवविषयक ज्ञा- 
नजनकतया wee गंवयत्रादिना शक्तिबाधे नाकाङ्का 
. अन्वयस्य पर्यवसानात्‌, यच पदाथा एवान्ब्यविधुराः केनापि 
रूपेणान्वयायाग्याः तच agaia तेन लक्षणीयेनार्थन 
सङ्गतिरन्वयः यथा गङ्गायां घोष इत्यादा। 'नन॒ गवय- 
पदं सप्रछृत्तिनिमित्तकं साधपदलादिति सामान्यतो gg- 
मनुमानमितरप्रदृत्तिनिमित्तकतबाधे गवयतस्थ प्रश्‍त्तिनि- 
मित्तचमवगाइतां? इति चेन्न व्यापकतावच्छे दकरूपेऐवानु- 
मितेव्यापकविषयकलात्‌। “गवयपदं गवयल्नप्रद्त्तिनिमित्त- 
कम्‌ इतराप्रदत्तिनिभित्तकले सति सप्रक्तिनिमित्तकलात्‌? 
इति. व्यतिरोकि च साध्याप्रसिज्ञा न सम्मवति, व्यतिरेकव्या- 
स्यप्रतिसन्धानेऽपि गवयताश्रया गवयपद्वाच्य दति चियोाऽनु- 
भवसिड्धलाञ्च उपमानं प्रमाणान्तरम्‌ । एवं धिक्करभमतिदी- 
र्घयीवमतिकठेएरकण्टकाशिनमपसदं पइएूनामित्यादिवाक्यार्थ- 
ज्ञानानन्तरं ताढृशपिण्डदशंने करभपदवाच्यताग्रहा$प्युप- 
मानादेवेति। उपमानं तु शक्तिमाचपरिच्छेदकतया नेश्वरे 
बाधकर्मित भावः ॥ १२॥ 


WG नेश्वरे बाधकेन शङ्कनीयः अनुमानानतिरकात्‌ 


b 
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इति वैशेषिकाः, “पदश्रवणानन्तरं पदार्थस्मरणे “एते पदाथाः 
परस्परं sala: आकाङ्गायोग्यतासत्तिमत्पदस्मारितलात्‌ 
दण्डेन गामभ्याजेतिपदस्मारितपदार्थवत्‌' (X) दत्यनुमानात्‌ 
संसर्गसिळे:, किं वा “एतानि पदानि स्मारितपदाथेसंसर्गप्रमा- 
पर्वकाणि आकाङ्कादिमत्पदलात्‌? (3) इत्यनुमानात्‌ aag: 
ज्ञानज्ञानस्य तद्दिषयविषयकर्लानयमात्‌*” इति, अत्राह 
अनेकान्तः परिच्छेद सम्भवे च न निर्णय: | 
आकाङ्का सत्तया? हेतुयाग्यासत्तिरबन्धना ॥ १३ ॥ 
अच पदार्थपच्कानुमान (i) संरृष्टा एवेति यदि संसर्गेवत्तं 
साध्यते, सस्भावितसंसर्गका इति संसर्गस्वरूपयोग्यत्वं वा, आद्ये 
पयसा सिञ्चतीत्यादावनैकान्तः$, दितीये न संसर्गनिएय:, 
अन्वयप्रयाजकरूपवत्तवरूपयाग्यताया देठुविश्ेषणोछतलेन fa- 
ड्भसाधनञ्च||। RAA vara (२) आकाङ्का सत्तया दूति | 
आकाङ्का दि समसिव्याह्तपद स्मारितपदार्थजिज्ञासा, घटमि- 
त्यक्ते आनय ufa, rada uz पटं वेति जिज्ञासादयः 


* ज्ञानस्य uu पदाथंसंसगप्रमाया यत्‌ ज्ञान डक्तानम्ञितिस्ङपं 
तस्य, तस्य Ww पमारूपञ्ञानस्य या विषयः संसगरूपः स र्व 
faudr यस्य तत््वनियमादित्यथः, चयं भावः संसग प्रमापूव॑कत्वञ्ञान 
संसर्गरूप विशघणगा[ चरम वरर्ति न पन५भ्ससगज्ञानाय प्रमाणान्तरा- 
Wut इति | 

t ufese नियमे। 

{ सत्तया विद्यमानया, न तु ज्ञातया | 
§ करुकादिस्थिसजलेन संकासम्भवात्‌ | 
| अन्वयप्रयोजकर्ल्यं sad पयस्वादि, अयम्भाव zgaat- 


GEE साध्यस्थ fast पुनः साथनापरच्छव नास्तीति | 
x 
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“ननु योग्यतासहिता आसत्त्िरेव SATS’, qure योम्यास- 
त्तिरबन्धना इति BAAN, अयमेति GAT राज्ञः पुरुषाऽप- 
सायतामित्यत्र निराकाङ्कयाराजपदपुरुषपद योव्यमि चारात्‌. 
॥ ९३ ॥ 

प्राभाकरास्त “वेदस्थापारुषेयतया तच वक्रज्ञानानुमाना- 
सम्भवात्‌ शब्दः प्रमाणं, खोके तु आत्नाक्तवज्ञानमपेक्षितं, 
तथाच “अयं वक्ता खप्रय॒क्ववाक्यार्थथथार्थज्ञानवान्‌ भ्रमाद्य- 
जन्यवाक्यार्थज्ञानजन्यवाक्यप्रयाक्त लात्‌’ इत्यनुमानादक्तुज्ञानाव- 
व्छेदकतया,* उत्तरकालं वा “एते पदाथा: परस्परं संसृष्टाः 
वत्तुयथार्थज्ञा नविषयलरात्‌'इत्यनुमानात्‌ साचात्‌ वाव्यार्थसिद्भेः, 
कुप्तसामथ्यात्‌ शब्दात्‌ पुनरन्वयधीरित्यनुवादका लोकिकः 
शब्दा न xard" दूर्ति प्राः, dure 

निर्णीतशक्रेवाक्याद्धि ware निर्णये | 
व्याशिस्टतिविलग्वेन लिङ्गस्येवानुवादिता ॥९४॥ 

वेदे$वधारितसामध्याच्छव्दाक्षाकस्यलेडप प्रागर्थनिर्णय .. 
fe armare ai, व्याप्तिस्टितिविलग्वेनानुमानस्य शब्दा पेक्ष- 
या विलम्बितथीजनकलात्‌॥ ९४ ॥ 

“नन्वाप्तोक्तलस्य संशये व्यतिरेके च शाब्दज्ञानानुत्पत्त्या नि- 
Wat डे तुवाच्य:,आपोक्ततरञ्च प्रहतवाक्याथेगा चरयथार्थधी जन्य- 
लमिति, वाक्यार्थधीः प्रयमता$न॒मानादेव वाच्या’ इति, BATE 


* सअवच्छेद्कतया विशेषणविधया, अस्य “सिद्धेः इत्यनेनान्वयः | 
t च्यग्टद्दीतग्राद्ित्वं प्रमाणत्वमिति प्राभाकरुसिद्धान्तः | 
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व्यस्पुंदूषणाशङ्गैः स्मारितत्वात्‌ पदरमी। 
अन्विता इति निर्णीते वेदस्यापि न तत्‌ qa: ॥ ९५॥ 
आप्चाक्तलनिश्ववस्थ Vu मानाभावः, बाधकप्रमाविर ह- 
रूपयोाग्यताज्ञानविलग्बादेवा योग्येऽन्वयधीविलम्वसम्भवात्‌, A- 
न्यया वेदेऽपि अपोरुषेयलधी चतुर सु, तथाच तत्रापि "असो 
वेदिका अशा “अन्विताः? परस्परं SED व्यस्तपंदूषणाशङ्भैः 
uz: स्मारितलात्‌? इत्यनुमानात्‌ संसर्ग निर्णीते तत्‌ अनुः 
agaa वेदस्यापि न ga: 
यत्तु “पदं न करणं किन्तु पदार्थ एव, अत एव पदार्थकः 
रणकवाक्यार्थज्ञानात्‌ कविकाव्यादिकं,* anam दारा- 
पर्थितावपि पदार्थनिष्ठाकाङ्काविर देणान्वयाबोधः,' mA 
झ्याकाङ्का शब्देनेव प्रपूर्यते’ इति न्यायात्‌ । अतएव TT- 
यानामवच्छेदकतलं पद्जन्यापस्थितिं विना पदाथान्वयाबा- 
घात तदुक्तम्‌ प्राथम्यादभिधाहलात्‌ तात्पयापगमादपि i 
~ पदानामेव सा शक्तिवेरमग्युपगम्यता म? | अभिधाहलात्‌ पदा- 


# qu हि पदं विनापि लिणिमात्रदर्ऽनेन वाक्यार्थबोधोत्तरमभि- 
प्रेतार्थबोधो जायते | 

taa पिधेहीतिषदाभावात्‌ नान्वयबाध इति न, किन्तु सम- 
भिव्याहृतपदार्थजिज्ञासाभावादव, शुतपदस्याथन सम aut 
qa र्वाकाङ्गादयनियमादिति भावः | 

| अयं भावः पदस्य व्यवहितस्यापि व्यन्वयव्यतिस्काभ्यां कारणत्वं 
faz, पदार्थस्य पदायापस्थितिविशेषणविधया कारणतावच्छदकत्व- 


N TAE I 
F2 
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ापस्थापकत्वात्‌’ इति गरुसतमपास्तं, पदानामित्यच ATAT- 
नामिति प्रचेपेणापि आप्नाक्नलस्थावच्छेदकल्वापातात, त- 
थाचावश्यखोकार्यपदाथापस्थितो पदमन्यथासिद्धं न कर- 
णम्‌” इति, तन्न पदाथानासतीतादिरूपतया अकारण- 
लात्‌, पदार्थस्मरणस्यापि निव्यापारतया अकरणलात्‌, UF- 
ज्ञानस्यैव Award, पदार्थस्ुतेव्यापारात्‌, कविकाव्यादि- 
स्थले च मानसज्ञानं। हेतुरिति ॥ ९५ ॥ 

“ननु शब्दोऽतिरिच्यतां प्रमाणं, स एव बाधकोऽस्तु, A- 
wife ‘aaa: क्रियमाणानि zu: कमाणि सर्वश:। ae 
ङ्कारविमूढात्मा कताइमिति अन्यते’ इति Met पठन्ति,| 
अते ङ्भ तत्त्वस्य, गुणे: सतवादिभिः, क्रियमाणानि कमाणिः 
मोहादचं कर्तेति चेतना मन्यते, तेनाभिमानिकं med 
न पारमार्थिकं, न च सवंज्ञस्थाभिमानः विशेषदशनात्‌, 
कर्तेति न्निति न षष्टी’ इति, war 

न प्रमाणमनापोक्तिनी दृष्टे कचिदाप्तता | 
अदृश्यदृष्टा सर्वज्ञो न च नित्यागमः क्षम: ॥ ९६ ॥ 

अयं दि सवेकढेलाभावावेद्कः शब्दः अनाप्ताक्त्ेन्न HAT- 
एं, आत्ता क्तथेदेतदरथंगाचरज्ञानवता नित्यसर्वविषयकज्ञानवत्तम्‌ 


* सयं भावः यथा पाथम्शादितोऽपि नाप्तः कारणं किन्तु TATA 
त्वक्ञानमेव, तथा पदस्य पाथम्यादित्वेऽपि न कारणत्वमिति | 

1 पदस्येतिशेषः, wq: शाब्दबोधस्य छेतुः, यदा तत्र न कायाथेस्थ 
yusta: fad मानसज्ञानमेव, तदेव चमत्कार हेतुरिति | 
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इन्द्रियाद्यभावात, आगमस्य च aa दूषितमेव प्राणिति 
वेदकारो नित्यः सर्वज्ञः सिद्यति ॥ १६ N 
“नन्वसत्तववबोधकागमानां का गतिः”, तचाद 
नचासे क्वचिदेकान्तः सच्त्वस्थापि ग्रवेदनात्‌। 
निरच्षनावबाधाथान च सन्नपि तत्पर: ॥ १७॥ 
असावागमो नासत्त्माचपक्ष एव, SAT बहुशः मत्तः 
ai yada’ इत्यादिभिः प्रतिपादनात्‌, इथोञ्च न मुख्या- 
dd विरोधात्‌, विनिगमकचिन्तायां विशेषगुणपटुन्यात्मखवरूप- 
स्य ध्येयवतात्पर्चकलं बाधकश्रुतीनां, साधकश्रुतीनाच्य कार्यका- 
रणभावादितकेमुलकानुमानसाचिव्येन मुस्यार्थकलात्‌॥ LS N 
“ननु यद्यसि सर्वज्ञः स्यात्‌ अनुपदिश्याऽपि प्रवतेयेदि- 
त्युपदेशानुपपत्त्ि रे वा सु ईश्वरे बाधिका, नह्ययमनपदिश्य खर्च 
wadfüg a जानाति सर्वज्ञलानुपपत्तेः, अथापत्तिश मा- 
नान्तर’, AATS 
देलभावे फलाभावात्‌ प्रमाणऽसति न प्रमा | 
तदभावात्‌ nafaa कर्मवादेऽप्ययं दिधिः ॥९८॥ 
प्रमाणेऽसति न प्रमा, प्रमाणरूपदेलभावे फलाभावात्‌ 
प्रमाविरचात्‌, प्रमाविरह च न web कारणाभावात्‌; 


a 7 SS AAS =~. N EU ay ja 
प्रमाकारणद्याद्यिानेनेत्यादिविधिरेव इति नापद्शव्ययंता, 


* निरञ्जनस्य faa आत्मनः | सन्नपि सत्त्ववोधकोऽपि 
yar च्यसत्त्वतात्पयकः ॥ 
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aay कर्मवादेऽययं विधिः अदृष्टादेव प्रटत्तेरूपपत्तः 
वेद्स्यानर्थक्यापत्तिः | न वाऽधापत्तिमानान्तरम्‌॥ ९८ ॥ 

तदेवाच 

चनि यस्यस्य नायुक्तिनो नियन्तापपादकः | 
न मानयेविरोधे5स्ति प्रसिद्धे वाऽप्यस समः ॥ Veo 

जीवी देवदत्ता गेहे नास्तीति ज्ञानानन्तरं विरस्तोति 
शीरुदाहरणं, तचानियम्यस्याव्याप्यस्थ नायुक्तिनानुपर्पत्ति:, 
अनियन्ता अव्यापका नोपपादक:, व्यापकव्यतिरेकण व्याप्य- 
xig व्यतिरेकात्‌, तादृ शानुपपत्तिज्ञाने व्यतिरेकव्यान्तिधीरेव । 

यदपि 'क्रचिद्स्ति गेडे नास्तीतिज्ञानानन्तर विराधज्ञा- 
ने$विराधाय गेदान्यविषयता क्तचिद्स्तीत्यस्थेत्यथापत्तिः’ इति, 
तदपि न, न चि वास्तवो मानथाविरोधः, तथा सति एकं 
मानं wad, विरोधज्ञानस्य तु विषयभेदव्यवस्थापकलम- 
नमानविधयैव, तथाहि विराधो भिन्नविषयकः एकविषय- 
तायां aaga सति ग्रमाणसिद्धलादिति, अन्यथा धूमाऽप्यनु- 
पपद्यमाना वन्हिं गमयेदित्यरथापत्तिरिति प्रसिद्धमप्यनुमान 
न स्यात्‌, अवाग्भागावच्छे देन वजह्ञनुपुलम्भ: धूमञ्च वक्हिसा- 
धनमिति विराधे$परभागावच्छेदेन वन्हिव्यवस्थापनमप्यथाप- 
Ata स्यात्‌, अ्नमानाभावेऽपि च व्यात्तिग्राहकमानस्य aF- 
साधकलमथापत्तेरित्यनुमानविलाप: स्थादिति॥ ९८. ॥ 

अनुपलसिद्ध नेश्वरे बाधिकेति योग्या दृष्टिरित्यादिनो त्तम्‌, 
वस्तुतेऽनुपलश्चिमानान्तर मेव नेत्या 
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प्रतिपत्तेरपा रो च्यादिब्दियस्थान पत्तयात्‌ i 
ग्रज्ञातकरणत्वाच भावावेशाच्च चेतस:*॥ २? ॥ 
यचाज्ञातानुपलब्ः . कारणं तत्‌ प्रत्यक्षं, ज्ञातानुपल- 
खिजन्याभावज्ञानस्थानुमानवात, जन्यापरोक्षज्ञानस्य इन्हिय- 
जन्यलात, अपरोचलरञ्च ज्ञानकरणकान्यलं, घटादिप्रत्यक्ष इव 
घटाभावाश्चचषेऽपीन्द्रियस्यान्यानुपच्तोणलात्‌ करणं, अधिक- 
रणप्रत्यत्ताभावेऽपि शब्दा दिध्वंसस्य,वाये रूपाभावस्थ च ग्रहात्‌ 
अधिकर णय्रद्ेऽप्यनुपचयात्‌, अज्ञातकर एजन्यज्ञानलेन इन्द्रिः 
यजन्यलानुमानाच, - भावावेशाच “चेतस:” मनसः, अस्मदा- 
दिवाह्यानुभवस्थ भावभूतकरणम्चिवमनेजन्यलनियमात्‌ ना- 
नुपलब्धि: करणं किन्चिन्द्रियमंवेति ॥ २° ॥ 
साधकान्तरमाच 
प्रतियोगिनि सामथध्याश्ञापाराव्यवधानत: | 
अक्षाश्रयताद्वाोषाणामिन्दहियाणि विकल्पनात्‌॥ २९ ॥ 
इन्हियाणि करणमिति साध्यं, प्रतियागिग्राइकतात, य- 
थाऽनुमानं aza तद्‌ भावस्यापि aren तद्दि न्द्रियमपि। 
“ननु प्रतियोगिय्राइकलमतन्तं, अनन्ययासद्धलस्यापाधिलात्‌, 
आअयग्रहेण दून्द्रियस्यान्यया सिद्धेः इत्यत आह व्यापाराव्य- 
वानत इति। व्यापारणाधिकरणग्रत्यक्षेण इन्द्रियस्यान्यथा- 


+ aqui भावः अभावज्ञानस्थ AA तच च ITARTE 
डउभयवादिसिड्ध, विशषस्त्वयं प्रवपच्तवादिनय&न॒ुपलब्धिरेव करणं 
atatea, सिद्धान्तस्तु प्रत्यच्तसामान्यस्थव इन्द्रियं कर्णमता भाव- 

paese तदेव करणमिति ॥ 
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४० कुसमाझलिः | 


fagurata, अन्यथा संयोगेन चल्तुरादिकमन्यथासिद्धं भाव- 
यददेऽपि स्थात्‌। किञ्चाभावस्नमस्य दुष्टक र णज न्यलरम Td वाच्यं, 
रोषस्लेन्ट्रियादि निष्ठ एव, अनुपलश्चेदे7षवत्ताभावात्‌, पित्तादि- 
ना RIAI दुष्टलात्‌, तदिदमुन्तम्‌ अचाश्रयला होषाणा- 
fafa) अधिकरणाभावयार्विशिष्टधीरने न्ट्रियजा अभावधीलात्‌, 
नानुपलञ्चिक्ररणजा भावधीलात्‌ अतो विशिष्टग्रा ्ीन्द्रियं स्वी- 
कायें तदिद मुक्तं विकल्पनात्‌ विशिष्टविषयकज्ञानात्‌* ॥ २९॥ 

'नन्वनुपलब्ध्या घटाभावस्य ज्ञानं ततश्च चटांभाववड्डू- 
तलमिति ज्ञानं, भाणजसीारभोपनयानन्तर' सुरभि चन्द- 
नभितिचाच्तषवत्‌ दइत्यभावय़ादिकाऽनुपलञ्चिः करणतया 
वाच्या, निविकल्पकविषयोझत एत्र इन्द्रियेण सविकल्पक विष- 
यतया WIA तथादर्शनात्‌ | अभावेन न्दरियप्रत्यासत्तेर भावात्‌ 
कथं वा Werde, विशेषणतायाः सम्बन्धा न्तर गर्भलात्‌+ Ha- 


* सयं भावः घटाभाववत्‌ भूतलं इति विशिछबुद्धिनं केवलं इन्न्रिय- 
माचजन्या अभावविषयकत्वात्‌ अपि तु अनुपलब्धिरधि तच at 
स्गमस्त, तथापि तस्याः तत्र करणत्वं न सम्भवति भूतल रूप विव्यं 
भावग्राहितया तदंशे इन्द्रियस्य करणताया उभयवादिसिद्धत्वात 
KILNS तस्यव करणत्वमचितर्मिति॥ 

T उक्तविशिरज्ञाने इन्त्रियं करणमस्त निविकल्यकरूपघटाभाव- 
ज्ञाने तु अनुपलब्धिः करणमिति को दोघः। किञ्च अभावस्य संथोगस- 
मवायादिसम्बन्धाभावेन कथं वा इन्द्रियसम्बद्धत्वं, wu च fanan- 
ता साऽपि सम्बन्धान्तरसापेक्ततया न सम्वन्धत्वमपेति, तथाह्ि fana- 
uq नाम केनापि सम्बन्धेन aag nu, यथा संयोगसम्बन्धेन 
wis घटस्य रत्तित्वमिति घटस्य भतलविशेघणता, नायमभाव 
केनापि सम्बन्धान्तरेण कुचापि qud येन तस्य विशेषणता स्यादिति 

\ ूनपच्छतात्मथम्‌ ॥ 
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gita: mat: | 2४ 


श्यक्षुधकारणताकानुपलब्येरेव करणतं AZAA Yu 
अवच्छेद ग्रह्रिव्यादप्रीव्ये मिद्धमाघनात | 
प्राश्यन्तरेऽनवस्थानान्न चेदन्योऽपि दुर्घटः” ॥ ed 
अवच्छेद ग्रहस्य प्रतियागिग्रदस्थ, अभावप्रत्यचदेतुलात्‌ नि- 
यमतः सविकल्पकज्ञानसाममग्रीसत्तान्न निर्विकच्यकलं, घटा- 
दिग्रदे तु निर्विकल्पकमेव प्रथमतः, विभिष्टञ्ञान चेतु विग्- 
बणज्ञानाभावात्‌, प्रतियाग्यनुपदितस्याभावस्य. भानाभ्युपगने 
g अभावस्यापि नििकल्परकविषयतेति सिद्धसाधनम्‌ । स- 
म्वन्धान्तरेऽनवस्थानात्‌ खरूपमेवाभावस्याधिकरणेन सम्बन्धः, 
वेशिश्यस्याभावसम्बन्धस्याङ्गोछतस्यापि सम्बन्धधाराया मनवस्या- 
नात्‌ सरूपसम्वन्धस्वीका र स्यावग्धर्भावात्‌, दून्द्रियसस्व ड्ू विशे- 
घणताया चटाभावादिप्रत्यक्षे सन्निकर्षतया कल्पनात्‌ । न 
चेदेवं, तदाऽनुपलम्भिकरणतापच्षेपि अन्यप्रकारों quz: 


* fasted, यन्मत$भावपरव्यच्तं प्रति प्रतियोगिज्ञान कारणं, 
तन्मते अभावस्य निर्विकल्पकमेव नास्ति, घतियोगिज्ञानादेव निवसतो 
प्रतियोगिविशिाभावज्ञानस्योद यात्‌, यन्मते प्रतियोगिज्ञानं न तत्र 
कार्णं, तन्मतेऽभावस्य निर्विकल्पकसत्त्वेपणि इन्द्रियादेव तदुत्पत्तिः 
सम्भवति | नापि विशेषणतायाः उक्तरूपेण सम्बन्धान्तरगरभेता, तस्याः 
स्वसूलपसम्बन्धरूपत्वात्‌, खरूपसम्वन्धञ्च नातिरित्ताः किन्त ष्यभावस्य 
स्ाधिकरणस्य वा खरूपसेव, अतिरिक्तत्वे यथा संयोगस्य समवायः 
सम्बन्धान्तरं तथा खरूपसम्बन्धस्थापि सम्बन्धान्तस्‌ णवं qu तस्यापीति 


aq स्यात्‌, इन्द्रिय सम्बद्धेऽ$भावस्य ताटशसख्वरूपसम्बन्धरूपविशघ- 


ada सन्निकर्षः, उक्तसम्बन्धाभावे WAT घटाभावसम्बन्धावगाहिन्धा 
घटाभ'ववड्कतलमितिप्रतीतेः वायूरूपवान्‌ इत्यादिवत्‌ SHUT. 


तेति | 
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३२. कुसुमाञ्जलिः | 


तथा हि diva प्रमाणे: परम्परया निर्विकल्यकविषय एव 
waa, अनमानादावपि वज्ञाद:ः पूव कदाचिन्तरिविकल्यकस्वी- 
कारात्‌, चटाभाववङ्धतल मित्यादिविशिष्टप्रत्ययबलात्‌ अभावे- 
नाधिकरणस्य ग्राप्तेभवताऽपि खीकारात्‌॥ RR N 
स्तवकार्थसंग्राइकस्षाकमा च 

प्रत्यक्षादिभिरेभिरेवमधरो दूरे facti: 

प्रायो यन्सुखवी ्षणेकविधुरे रा त्मा पि नाऽऽसाद्यते | 

d सवानुविधेयभेकमसमस्थच्छन्दलीलोत्सवम्‌ 

देवानामपि देवमुद्भवद॒तिश्रद्धा: प्रपद्यासहे ॥ २३ II 


दूति ढृतीयः स्तवकः। 


यस्थेश्चर स्य मुखनिरी चणेकविधुरे धिंग्रा इकसानवाधिते १९ 
प्रत्यक्षादिभिराद्मीव नासाद्यते, विरोधादया यतेऽधरोऽधः, 
अत एव दूरे, सवेमनुविधेयं qui यस्थेति, असमा खच्छन्दा 
चञेतनान्तराप्रयाज्या या लोला सेवात्सवा यस्य स तथा, दु:- 
खाभावैकनिदानलात्‌, अतएव उद्धवदतिश्रद्धा:, देवानामपि 
देवं सुत्यं, प्रप्यामदे ॥ २३॥ 


॥ इति हतीयस्तवकव्याख्यानस्‌ ॥ 


x e SS f b ufa — 

SAC नास्तीत्यादिरीया इ्ररधरमिकासत््वसाधकतया उपन्य- 
स्तानि प्रद्यक्तादोनि प्रमाणानि खधर्मी भूतेश्वरसाधकपप्रमाणेन बाध्य- 
\मानानि प्रमाणतामेव नासादयन्तोति भावः | 
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कुसुमाज्ञालिः | 


चतुर्थः QIR | 
aasfa तस्थाप्रमाणवादिति तुरीयविप्रतिपत्ति: । “ई- 
उरा न प्रमाणं तज्ज्ञानस्थाग्रहोतयाहित्वाभावेन प्रमाता- 
भावात्‌, ईश्वरस्य प्रमाकळेवं ्रमाकरणलञ्च नास्तोति अप्र- 
माणप॒रुषस्य वचः कः श्रद्‌ ध्यात्‌ इत्यचाह 
AMAT धिकप्राप्नेर लचणमपूर्वदू | 
यथाथीऽनुभवेो मान मनपेचतयेव्यते ॥ ९ ॥ 
अपूर्व कलं अग्टहीतग्राइिलं न प्रमालचणं धारावहन- 
qaa: इदं रजतमितिम्रमातिव्याप्तेश्च। खमते suut 
यथार्थ इति । अनपेच्षतयेति स्मृतेः जनकानुभवसमानविष- 
यकतया तत्प्रामाण्याधीनप्रामाण्यकतया सापेचलात्‌ तत्र न 
प्रमाव्यवद्षारस्तान्त्रिकाणामिति॥ ९ ॥ 
“ननु धारावाहिक नाव्यान्तिः, ज्ञानेन चि विषयनिष्ठो धर्मः 
afaa, अन्यथा ज्ञानस्य विषयं प्रति नियमा न स्वात्‌*, 


# aj भावः घटज्ञानस्थ घट एव विघयः न तु पटः इति नियमो 
fe scq उपपद्यते यदि घटज्ञानेन घटे «Dd विशेषः स्थात्‌ 
अन्यथा चटपटोभयं Var ज्ञानस्य ओआदासीन्धेन घट एव विषय इति 
नियमानपपत्तिः, स च विशषः ज्ञाततानामकः, तादृशा (auus 
येन ज्ञानेन यस्मिन्‌ जायते तस्य स wq विषयः नान्य इति मी- 


मांसकसिडान्त इति | 
\ G2 
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ae कुसुमाझलिः | 


तथा च तमादायाग्टहीतग्रादितमेव*। किञ्च स घर्मस्तदुपा- 
दानज्ञानजन्या न वा, आद्ये उपादानज्ञानस्थ उपादान- 
विषयतानियमाथें चान्तरख्रीकारे तत्राप्येवमित्यनवस्था, 
दितीथे कार्यलं हेतु: तत्रैव डपादानज्ञानजन्यलव्यभिचारीति 
नेश्वरस्य चित्यादिकर्हृंतया सिद्धि: इत्यत 
खभावनियमाभावादुपकारो हि दुर्घटः। 
सुचटलेऽपि सत्यर्थेऽस्तति का गतिरन्यथा ॥ R ॥ 
खभावविशेष एव विषयतानियामकः, अन्यथा ज्ञातताधा- 
नेऽपि नियमानपपत्तिः इति खभाव एव नियामकस्तत्रात। 
f वर्तमानविषये तदुत्पत्तावपि अविद्यमाने विषयं 
ज्ञातताया उपादानविरद्दात्‌ अनुत्पत्ता विषयतानियमानु- 
पपत्तिरिति स्वभाव एव तच नियामक इति ॥ २॥ 
“ननु क्रियया कर्मणि किञ्जज्जननीयमितिव्यत्तेज्ञा नक्रि- 
ययाऽपि विषयनिष्ठा धमा जननोयः? इत्यत्रा 
अनेकान्तादसिद्धेवा न च fegfex क्रिया | 
तद्वैभिश्चप्रकाशलान््ाभ्यक्तानुभवाऽधिके | ॥ ३ ॥ 


* परवीर छतां ्रथमज्ञानजन्यक्ञाततामादाय दितीयच्ञानस्य, दि 
तीयच्ञानादिजन्यज्ञाततादिकमादाय टतीयादे xy होतग्राचित्वमिति 
भावः। 

+ तचेव ज्ञाततानामकधर्म णव, तस्य जन्यत्वेन कार्यत्वात्‌ | 

I तस्य ज्ञानस्य, Wire] सम्बन्धः, तव्रकाशत्वात्‌ ताद्दियकत्वात्‌ 

अधिक ज्ञाततारूपधम न च्यध्यच्तानभवः न प्रत्यक्षं पमाणमित्यथः | 
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चतुर्थः स्तवकः | ४५ 


क्रिया यदि धालर्थस्तदा “शरेण गगनं wafm इत्यत्र 
संयोगेन गगननिष्ठकिञ्चिदजननात्‌ अनेकान्तः, यदि करण- 
व्यापार: क्रिया तदापीद्ियसंयोगादिना घटादिनिष्ठकिञ्चि- 
दजननात्‌ व्यभिचारः, अथ क्रिया स्पन्दस्तदा ज्ञानस्य UT- 
नात्मकलादसिद्धि: । “ननु ज्ञातो घटः साचात्छता घट 
इत्यादि प्रत्यक्षमेव ज्ञाततायां मान? इत्यचाच तददेगिध्धेति। 
सर्वत्र विशिष्टज्ञाने विशेषणविशेय्ये तदुभयसम्बन्धो विषयः, स 
च सम्बन्धः afad संयोगादिः काचित्तु स्वरूपं, तदिह “घट- 
ज्ञान? इत्यत्रेव चटज्ञानयो: Wey एव सम्बन्धः ज्ञाता घटः? 
दत्यचापि भासते, अन्यथा «Ur घट: “हता घटः? इत्यत 
दृष्टताङततयारप्यापत्तेः ॥ ३ ॥ 
स्वभावसम्बन्धाठुपपत्तिस्तुख्या तदुच्यते 
अर्थेनेव विशेषा fe निराकारतया धियाम्‌) 
क्रिययेव विशेषो चि व्यवहारेषु कर्मणाम्‌ ॥ e ॥ 
यथा घटादिना ज्ञाने विशिष्टधोः यथा च क्रिययेव 
कर्मणां घटादीनां व्यवद्षारेषु विशिष्टबुद्यादिषु विशेषस्तथा 
ज्ञाता घट इत्यादौ ज्ञानेनैव घटाद विशिष्टधोने ware 


P" 


xifzfa* ॥ ४ u 


* घटादिना विशेषणेन, ज्ञाने विशिछधीघंट ज्ञानमिति बुद्धिः, 
क्रिययेव विशेषणीभूतछृत्या रव, wets (quu इत्यननान्वयः | 
विशिरबुद्यादिषु “छतो घटः इति पतीत्यादिपु, ज्ञानेनेवेति विशे- 
(षणेनेति शेषः, धमान्तरात्‌ ज्ञाततारूपादित्यथः | 
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Bd कुसुमाझलिः | 


“नन तथापि नेखरज्ञानं प्रमा प्रमाणजन्यलाभावात्‌, VA- 
BAU न प्रमाता नवा प्रमाण प्रमाकर्टलकरणलयारभावात्‌ 
«are ; 

fafa, सम्यक्परिच्छित्तिस्तद्त्ता च प्रमाहता | 
तदयोगव्यवच्छेदः प्रामाण्य गातमे मते॥ ५ ॥ 
ययार्शानभवत्वमेव प्रमालमजन्यलेऽपोश्वरज्ञानस्यावसुध, 
yaa प्रमासमवायिलं तच्च अकारणलेऽपि प्रमाया देख 
रस्याविरूद्भम्‌। एवं प्रभया सहायागव्यवच्छद न aataid- 
aqa प्रमाणलमपि न तु करणत्वमपि तच नियामकमिति, 
“मन्तायुवद्वत्‌ तद्रामाण्यमाप्तप्रामाण्यात्‌! इति aa (sue 
ales) SALTS प्रामाण्यमुक्ने । न चेश्चर॒स्थ पद्चमप्रमाणत्ा- 
पत्त्या विभागव्याघातः प्रमाकरणाभिप्रायेण विभागसम्भवात्‌। 
न चेश्वरज्ञानस्थ ख्रमविषयकले भ्रमविषयावगाहित्रेन श्रम- 
लापत्तिरिति वाच्यं व्यधिकरणप्रकारकलाभावेनाप्रमावाभा- 
वात्‌, भ्रमनिष्ठ Naatan रजतलप्रकारकलञ्च सदेव 
तद्वगाचितया ईश्वरज्ञानस्य प्रमालाच्षतेः॥ ५ ॥ 

स्तवकार्थसंग्राइकझाक मा इ 

साकात्कारिणि नित्ययागिनि परदठारानपर्ाश्थता 

aamir निविष्टनिखिलप्रस्ता विवस्तुक्रम: | 

लेशा दृष्टिनिमित्तदुष्टिविगमम्रश्रष्टशङ्खा ठुषः 

शङ्गान्मेषकलङ्रिभिः किमपरेस्तन्मे प्रमाणं fara: l ६ ॥ 
इति चतुर्थः स्तवकः | 
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aariaa यथाथानुभवे, साक्षात्कारिणि प्रत्यक्षे, नि- 
विष्टा विषयोथ्यता निखिलप्रस्ताविवस्तूनां नानापदाथानां 
क्रमो यस्य स तथा अनुभवविषयसकलविश्वक इत्यर्थः, नित्य- 
योगिनि सदातनयुक्ते, अतएवेदहियाणां द्वाराणामनपेक्षा 
स्थितिर्यस्य, लेशतेऽप्यंशतोाऽपि अदृष्टिर्विशेषाद्शनं afafa- 
frat या दुष्टिः रागद्देषमाहात्मिका तदिगमेन अभ्रष्ट: 
ङ्खातुषः वेदाप्रामाण्णशङ्खगालेशः यस्मादित्यर्थः, प्रमाणं 
शिवः, एवम्भूते तत्राप्रामा्बशङ्गारूपकलङ्कवङ्भिः unus. किं 
कतेव्यमिति भावः*॥ ६ ॥ 


इति चतुर्थस्तवकव्यास्यानम्‌। 


qama इत्यादि पाठः पाचीनपुस्तक द्वये नास्ति | 
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पञ्चमः स्तवकः | 


“तव्साधकप्रमाणाभावातः इति पञ्चमविग्रतिपत्तिः “नन्वी- 
अरे साधकप्रमाणमेव नास्ति’ इत्यचाह 
कायीयोजनच्टत्यादेः पदात्‌ प्रत्ययतः श्रुतेः । 
वाक्यात सझ्लाविशेषाच्च साध्या fanfacaa: ॥९॥ 
afg सकहक HATA चटवत्‌ सकर्टकलञ्च उपादान- 
जञाचरापरेचज्ञानचिकीषीछतिमञ्ञन्यलम्‌। आयोजन कस 
एवञ्च सगाद्यकालोनझुणकारग्भकपर म 1णद्यसयोगजनक कमं 
ज्षतनप्रयन्नपवंक aera अस्मदा दिशरो mura t vafa 
ब्रह्माण्डादि पतनप्रतिबन्धकीन्तप्रयननवदधिष्ठितं एतिमत्त्वात 
वियति विदृङ्गमष्टतकाऽवत्‌ vaag गुरूलवर्ता पतनाभाव 
wats रित्यादिपदात्‌ नाशपरि ग्रः, ब्रह्माण्डादि प्रयत्न वरद्धि- 
नाश्यं विनाशिलात्‌ पाव्यमानपटवत्‌। पदात्‌ पद्यतेऽनेनेति 
aper पदं व्यवद्दारः, पटादिसम्प्रदायव्यवद्षारः स्तन्ल- 
पुरुषप्रयाज्यः व्यवहारलात्‌ आधुनिकलिप्यादिव्यवहारवत्‌ | 
प्रत्ययतः प्रामाण्यात्‌, वेदजन्यज्ञानं कारणगुणजन्यं प्रमालात्‌ 
५त्यचादिग्रमावत्‌। श्रुतेवेदात, वेदः पारुषेयो वेद्‌लात्‌ AT- 
युवेदवत्‌। किञ्च वेदः पोरुषेयो वाक्यवात्‌ भारतवत्‌ः वेद्‌- 
y 
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वाक्यानि पारुषेयाणि वाकालात अस्मदादिवाक्य वत्‌। “सह्या- 
विशेषात्‌’, ग्ञुणकपरिमाएं सञ्ाजन्यं परिमाणप्रचयाजन्यतें 
सति जन्यपरिमाणत्वातू तुल्यपरिमाणककपालद्यारव्यचट- 
परिमाणात्‌ प्रहष्टतादृशकपालचयारखघटपरिमाणवतः, अणु- 
यरिमाणञ्च न परिमाणजनकं, नित्यपरिमाणत्वात अणुपरि- 
माणलादा, एवञ्च खगादो झरणकपरिमाणहे तु पर माणनिष्ठ- 
Raagi च नास्मदाद्यपेज्ञाबुद्धिजा, अतस्तदानोन्तनापेक्षा- 
बड्धिरीश्रस्वेति । विश्वविदव्यय इति विशिष्टस्याव्ययलं, तेन 
नित्यसवंविषयकज्ञानसिद्धि:1 wa u 

“ननु शरोर विशिष्टस्य कर्ढतया विशेषणबाधात्सका विशिष्ट- 
बाध इति (१), कंजन्यलव्यापकशरीरजन्यलाभावात्‌ कर्हज- 
न्यत्वाभाव इति सत्प्रतिपक्षता च (२), यद्या “कता wea’ 
इति व्याक्तिर्विराधिनो (३), यदा व्याष्या ययथादश्शनप्रद्धत्तया 
शरीरी कता उपनेयः, पचघर्मतया च चित्यादावगरोरीति 
विश्जिष्टसाभ्याप्रसिङ्भिः विशेषणविश्रेव्यविराधञ्च (४), wat शरो- 


* याट्शपरिमाणयक्केन कपालद्दयेन रका घटा जन्यत, TIEN- 
परिमाणयक्लेनेव कपालचयेण द्वितीयोऽपि घटा जातः, परन्तु 
पर्वघटपर्िमाणापेक्तया द्वितीयस्य उत्कपरिमाणवत्त्वं पत्यक्तसिद्ध- 
मिति, तच कारणचिन्तावां प्रथमस्य कपालद्दयज्ञातत्वात्‌ दितीयस्य 
तत्नयजातत्वाच परिमागवेलच्तण्यमित्यङ्गीकाथं, तथा च दितीय- 
घटपरिमाणं कपालगतचित्वसझ्याजन्येमिति परकतट्छान्तता | 

t विश्ट्थिस्थ विश्वज्ञानवतः, saad निव्यत्वं, साध्यते इति शेषः, 
तेनेति विश्ष्यान्वयस्थले विधेयस्य विणशषगविणेष्याभयान्वितत्वनिय- 

ace हृद्यम्‌ | 


H 
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ye कुसुमाञ्जलिः | 


रजन्यलाद्युपाधिना व्याणलासिङ्भिः (४), इति कार्यबडेता पञ्च 
ZWT, तचाह 

न बाधोऽस्यापजी वलात्‌, प्रतिबन्धो न vui: । 

सिझ्यसिद्याविराधा न, नासिद्रिर निबन्धना ॥ २॥ 

Sat धर्मिणि शरोरबाधात्‌ कर्टलबाधो (१) न, अधिकर- 

णज्ञानं विना अभावज्ञानासम्भ्रवात्‌ अस्य कार्यलस्य धर्मिसाध- 
कस्या अधिकरणज्ञानजनकतया अवश्य्यापेचणीयलेन बलव- 
त्वात्‌, एवञ्च न विशेषणबाधात्मकेो विशिष्टबाधः प्रत्यक्षात्मक 
इति, ईश्वरा न कता अशरीरलात्‌ इत्यनुमानवाधोऽपि ने- 
त्यर्थः। चित्यादि न सकर्ृकं शरीराजन्यलात्‌ इति (र) न 
प्रतिबन्धकं, स्रतिपच्तह्षताः शरीरांशवेयथ्यात्‌ व्यायलासिद्याः 
डुर्वललात्‌ | हतोयेऽपि aru: पत्तथर्मवसहकारात्‌ 
विपक्षबाधकतकावताराच्च$ बलवत्तम्‌, उपन्यस्तायाः ‘AAT 
wide इति व्याप्नेदु्बलतया न प्रतिबन्धः | चतुर्थे च यदि 
पच्घर्मंतया अशरीरी उंपस्थितस्तदा न विराधः, कर्ढतव- 


* नते पञ्चविधहेवाभासस्ल्पाः ug erat इति तदुपपादनाय 
JANTA | 

T धर्मी EAT: | 

| ष्ययमभिस्धिः, द्यपिलक्षण व्याप्यतावच्छेदकधमीन्तराघटित- 
त्वरूपाविशषणस त्त्वात्‌ शरीराजन्यत्वद्वेतारजन्यतात्वरूपव्याप्यतावच्छे- 
दकधमान्तरप्र[टिततया द्याप्यत्वासिद्धिरिति | 

$ was '्तित्यादिरूपपच्छेऽशसीरिक कत्वस्येव सम्भवादिद्यथः | 
५विपच्तबाधकतकच्च उत्तरकारिकायामक्तः | 
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स्थाशरोरितसमानाधिकरणस्यापलम्भात, तदनुपस्थापने तु न 
विराधः, विशाधाश्रयस्यासिद्ध)। पञ्चमे च विपक्षबाधकतक- 
aan तदभावनिवन्धना अज्ञानरूपाऽसिङ्भिव्याप्यलासिङ्भिवा 
न, शरीरजन्यलोपाघेरपि विपच्चाधकाभावेनापास्तलात्‌ * ॥ 
neu 
“ननु यदीश्वरः कता Ara, शरीरी स्यादिति प्रतिकूल- 
तकावतारो5नुकूलतकाभावस्य', तत्राइ 
तकोभासतयाउन्येषाँ, तकोशए डर दूषणम्‌ । 
FARIS ARNI STATI NITA ॥ ३॥ 
प्रतिकूलतकास्तावदीश्वरासिद्या आश्रयासिद्धा इत्याभा- 
साः। कतारं विना कायें न स्यादिति aa ‘fare डप- 
कारेकः। ‘ae सर्वस्य प्रभवो मत्तः सवें प्रवर्तते’ (Mate) 
इत्यागमर्शा | Cn धमोपदेशञ्च वेदशासत्राविराधिना i 
यस्तकेणानुसन्धत्ते स धर्मे वेद नेतरः” (मनु०अ०१२) इति 
तकी नुग्टचीतस्थागमस्य बलवत्तरम्‌ ॥ ३॥ 
‘qq कार्यलं प्रयल्लजन्यलेऽप्रयोजकस्‌', अचा इ 
aa जडताचानि;, नादृष्टं दृष्टघातकम्‌ | 
हेलभावे फलाभावः, विशेषस्तु विशेषवान्‌+ ॥ ४ ॥ 


* विपक्छबाधकावतासेणापास्तत्वादिति पाठान्तरम्‌। 
+ च्यागमसेव्यस्थ उपकारक इत्यग्रिमेणान्वयः | 
f विशेषः कियाविशेषञ्चेछारूपः, विशेषवान्‌ प्रयल्लविशेघ रूप ह्केतु- 
मान्‌, तथा च 'यदिशेषयोः कार्यकारणभावत्तत्सामान्ययारपि' इति 
(न्यायात्‌ क्रियासामान्ये प्रयत्नसामान्यस्य tae [सिध्यति | 
H 2 
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न हि कतार हेतु विना काथे*। परमाणारेव aaa- 
ऽचेतन्यानुपपत्तिः, अचेतनस्य च्ेतनप्रेरि तस्यैव जनकलात्‌। अदः 
मपि दृष्टकारणसइकारेणेव फलजनकम्‌। न च 'चेष्टायामेव 
ATA हेतुः, न तु क्रियासामान्ये' इति, चेष्टायां ARY- 
yaaa चेतुलेऽपि क्रियासामान्ये प्रयत्नसासान्यस्य कारण- 
त्वानपायात्‌, अन्यथा वीजविशेषस्याङ्कुर विशेषे जनकलेनाडुःर- 
सामान्यं प्रति वोजवेन चेतुताया अपि विज्लापापत्तेः ॥ ४ ॥ 

“ननु vardai प्रयक्नजन्यले किं सानम्‌’ इति, अचाह 

कार्यवान्रिरुपाधिलमेवं ्तिविनाशयोः। 
विच्छेदेन पदस्यापि!, प्रत्ययादेस्च पूर्ववत्‌ ॥ ४ ॥ 
श्टतिविनाशयोः प्रयत्नजन्यवानिरुपाधितं। विच्छदेनान्त- 
राप्रलयेन आदशोद्यभावात्‌ अवागदर्शी नाद्यव्यव्षार मूलं, 
व्यवहारानभिज्ञवार्दिति सगाद्यकाखोनघटादि व्यवहार प्रवतं- 
कः पुरुषः सिश्यति। एवं ग्रत्यचा देवेंद जन्यधीग्रामाणयादे रपि 
fearful | 

अथवा कार्येत्यादिकं (ate) अन्यथा व्याख्यायते, कायें 

are, तात्पर्यविषय एव शन्दप्रामाणणमिति तात्पयें चि यस्य 


* rey auld इत्यंशस्य विवरणम्‌ i 

f ननु घटादिव्यवहारः पूर्वपूर्वकुलालपरम्मराप्रयोज्य रवास्तु, 
तद्थमीश्वरेणलमित्यत आह विच्छेदेनेति पदस्य Sn, अस्या- 
पि निरुपाधित्वमित्यनेनान्वंयः | 

† अन्तराप्रलयेन qeu अवकद्‌ शिंप्योज्यत्वासम्भवादिति 


NUS :] 
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वेदे स एवेश्वरः। आयोजनं व्याख्यानं, वेदास्तदर्थविज्टास्या- 
ताः मदाजनपरिग्टच्ीतवाक्यलात्‌, Walaa ण्दाथानव- 
गमेऽननुष्ठानापत्तेः, एकद्ेशदर्शिनश्च व्यास्यायां नाश्वासः। एवं 
ष्टतिधारणं, छत्यादेरित्यादिग्रहणात्‌ अनुष्ठानसजुःह:* | एव- 
मोश्चरादिपदार्थतया ईश्चवरसिङ्किः, AGMA उद्देश एव 
तात्ययें, व्याख्या fav सतो। ईश्वरादिपदं ary लाक- 
टत्तानुसारतः?, उद्देश इच्छाविशेष:, एवं "अहं सदस्य प्रभवः? 
इत्यादावचंपदं खतन्ल्रोद्चारयिटपरं, wage सतात्पर्यक- 
शब्दस्थैव प्रमाणलात्‌ “य एव लाकिकास्त एव वेदिकाः? दति 
लेकिकाइमादिपदवद्लोकिकेऽपीयमेव व्यवस्था | प्रत्ययतः 
विधिप्रत्ययात्‌, आप्ताभिप्राया विध्यर्थः, यस्याभिप्रायः†, स 
एवेश्वरः ॥ ५ ॥ 
nota: छृतिरेवात्र, सा चेच्छात:, यतञ्च सा | 
तत्‌ ज्ञानं, दिषयस्तस्य विधिः, तञ्ज्ञापकेऽयवा ॥ g ॥ 
विधिजन्यज्ञानात्‌ aug श्यते, सा च इच्छातश्चिकीषातः, 
चिकीषा च छतिसाध्यलेष्टसाधनताज्ञानात्‌, तज्ज्ञानस्य विषयः 
कार्यं दष्टसाधनलञ्च विधिरिति प्राचां ad, स्वमतमा इ 
तज्ज्ञापकोऽथवेति इष्टसाधनलानुमापक आघ्ताभिप्राया विधिः 
प्रत्ययार्थः ॥ ६ ll 


* wrcu घारणाख्यसंस्वारः, वेदास्तरथेविड्धुता अगुङिता वेत्यादि- 
रीत्या प्रयोगः | 
+ व्यभिप्राय इति वेदे इति Wu: 


\ 
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प्रद॒त्तिप्रयोजके च्छाचेतुज्ञानविघषयं परिशेषयति* 
दष्टहान र निष्टाप्तेरप्रदत्तेर्विराधतः | 

असत्त्वात्‌ परत्ययत्यागात्‌ meurt सङ्करात्‌ ॥ ७ ॥ 
aza कहं धमस्व प्रत्तिप्रयोजकले “आत्मानं विजानी- 
यात इत्यताप्रदत्तिप्रसङ्गात्‌, यामं RAMA: WTI | 
were विधिले दोषमाच BITE: आस्यातान्तरेण aa बाधि- 
तेऽपीष्टसाधनला प्रतिसन्धाने अनिष्ट्साधनलज्ञाने वाऽप्रदत्तेः। 
इच्छाया विधिले gate विराधत इति । इच्छाया विधिले 
इच्छयैव तज्ज्ञानं जननीयं, इच्छाया ज्ञानेन चेच्छा जननीया 
इत्यन्योन्याञ्रयः$, तदिदमृक्तं विराधत इति। नन्‌ {इच्छा ज्ञानं 
fast जननीयं|| दूति, ware असत्तादिति। इच्छाज्ञान जाते 
प्रदत्तिचेतुखरूपसदि च्छाभावात्‌ प्रद्त्तिर्नं स्यात्‌, इच्छायाः 
स्वरूपसत्या एव प्रद़त्तिद्देतुलात्‌, न च लिङश्रवणकाले इ च्छा 


* ग्ररिशेघयति इतरस्मिन्‌ बाधपदशंनेन परिशघात्‌ 'आप्ताभि- 
प्राय wq विध्यर्थः? इति व्यवस्थाप्यत | 

t विध्यर्थं इति ta) 

+ स्यन्दस्य चेरादिरूपक्रियायाः | अयं भावः, खञ्ञानद्ारा घडतो 
प्रयोजको यः, स रव विध्यथे इत्यविवाद्‌, तच क्रियाया तथात्वे ज्ञानस्य 
क्रियात्वाभावेन विजानोयादित्यादा प्रदत्यनुमपत्तिः, गच्छतीव्यादी तु 
गमनक्षियाया अवगमात्‌ yew fasta | 

§ wa भावः, विध्यथक्षाननेव जायमाना इच्छा प्रवर्तयतीति 
नियमात्‌ प्रडत्यनुकूला इच्छा विध्यर्थ ्ञानमपेच्तते, इच्छारूपविध्यथं- 
ज्ञानञ्च मानसप्रत्यच्तरूपं खविघयमिच्छामपेच्तते etes: | 

| तथा च इच्छाया शाब्दबोधः, स च न खविघवमिच्छामपे- 

(aa इति न eta: | 
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खरूपसतीत्यर्थः। “ननु लिङेव इच्छाजनिका’ इति, ware 
प्रत्ययत्यागादिति। इच्छाकारणतेन गृहीतस्य प्रत्ययस्य NT- 
नस्य कारणस्य त्यागापत्तेः व्यभिचारादित्यर्थः*। faga- 
काले सुखल्लादिप्रकारकघीजन्येच्छा लिङर्थः!” इति, ware 
सङ्कराद्ति। दइष्टसाधनताज्ञानस्य उपायेच्छाहेतारवश्यंखो- 
कारात्‌, तत्रः च कारणान्तराभावात्‌ लिडःपदमेव कारणम्‌, 
अतः फलेच्छाज्ञानं न प्रद्त्तिद तु, तदिनापि प्रद्टत्तिसम्भ- 
वात्‌, तथाच सङ्करात्‌ दृष्टसाधनलज्ञानरूपसाधनसहचार- 
लात्‌, दच्छाज्ञानस्थेच्छाजनकले आनाभावेन qu खिङपद- 
aaa मानाभावाच्चेति ॥ ७॥ 

“ननु यल्लज्ञानमेव प्रवर्तकमस्तु, आस्यातान्तरञ्च न यन्न- 
वाचकम्‌, अनुकूलव्यापारमाच एव आख्यातशक्तेः, रथो गच्छ 
तीत्यादौ तथाकल्पनात्‌?, तत्राह 

झताइतविभागेन कर्टरूपव्यवस्थया | 
wa एव कृति:, पूवा परस्मिन सेव भावना ॥ ८॥ 


* च्यत्ायमाशयः, नियतपूर्ववतिन एव कारणत्वात्‌ इ्साधनता- 
'ज्ञानरूपप्रसिद्ककारणाभावे$पि केवलं लिङा इच्छोत्पत्तो तस्य॒ नि- 
यतपूर्ववर्तित्वाभावप्रसज्ेन कारुणतेव न स्यादिति| 

f “फलेच्छाक्ञानं डपावेच्छां प्रति कारणं’ इति waits, 
तथा च सुखरूपमुस्यम लेच्छा विध्यथस्तजज्ञानञ्व॒ उपायेच्छायां छेतुः, 
सा च प्रडत्ताविति नोक्तदाबावसरु इति auus, सिद्धान्तस्त, 
फलेच्छाञ्ञानस्य जपायच्छां प्रति कारणतायां प्रमाणाभावेन नाक्त- 
प्रक्रियासम्भव इरति | 
है f तत्र इछसाधनताज्ञाने | 


i CC-0. In Public Domain. Digitized by eGangotri 


y € कुसुमा ste Bill 


घट: aang न कृत दूति व्यवहारात कुलालादिः 
कती न कारकान्तरमिति sanad. afat “ननु aa- 
पयायताःं wr अत आच Vala परस्मिनुत्तरकालव- 
fifa फले विद्यमाने, सेव afaa, पूवी साधनीखता, भा- 
वना, फलानुकूलतापन्रयल्ल एवास्यातार्थः | WT फलानु- 
कूलव्यापारधालर्थप्रचयजनिका पूवापरस्मिन्‌ पूवापरीन्तले 
सत्ति, इतिरास्यातार्थः, .तथा च प्रयत्नवत्तमनकूललं पूर्वा- 
परीभ्तत्वमिति चयमर्थः$ ॥ ८ ॥ 

“नन धातुना ad: प्रतौ यते, आख्यातस्य च अनुकूलव्या- 
पारमात्रार्थकलम्‌, MANAI च यन्नलाभः|| इति, अत 
आच 


* च्ययं भावः, कसोतेरनृकूलव्यापारार्थकतेऽङ्करादावपि अस्मदा- 
at साक्षात्‌ परम्परया वाऽनुकूलव्यापारसत्वाद्यं व्यवहारो नोप- 
पद्यते, wards T घटाङ्करयोरयंथाङ्गमं अस्मदादीनां कर्टताप्रयो- 
जकप्रयत्सत्त्वासत्त्वाभ्यामुपपन्नोऽयं व्यवहारः, अत रव च घटानु- 
कूलव्यापारवतामपि दण्डादीनां पयज्नाभावात्‌ न कटेत्वं किन्त कुला- 
लस्येवेति | 

+ तथा च य रव करोतेरथः स रवाख्यातस्थापोति कृतिरेवाण्या- 
ava इति शेषः | 

i च्याख्यातस्थेति Wu: | 

$ एताटणशविशि्टार्थकल्पनायां शक्यतावच्छेदकगारवादिरोाषप्रस- 
झञाद्ति शेषः | विशिरार्थलाभस्तु परस्परमन्वयबलादिति भावः | 

| Pasay नाख्याताथा यत्नः, च्याख्यातस्थल यल्ल- 
बोधन्तु “तस्य तरनकूलव्यापारस्तस्य तस्मिन्‌ यत्नं विनाऽनुपपन्नः? इत्या- 

। च्ेपादेवोलि udu: | p 
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भावनेव हि warn सवाण्यातस्थ गोचरः | 
तया विवरणप्रोद्यादाक्षेपानुपपत्तितः ॥ e ॥ 
तया त्या तदाचकपदेन, पचति पाकं करातीति विवर- 
णात्‌ तत्र शन्तिः, अनकूलव्यापारस्य यत्नानाक्षेपकत्वात, qd- 
मानपाकानुकूलव्यापारस्याचेतनेऽपि भावात्‌ । आदनमिति- 
कर्मपदोत्तरं पचति भुङ्के वेति जिज्ञासा च कर्मणः कृतिव्याप- 
लप्रतिसन्धानेन* यथा पचतीत्यनन्तरं कमादो जिज्ञासा deg 
“ननु कलुंरपि विवरणात्‌ तत्रापि शक्तिराख्यातस्थ स्यात्‌’, 
qur 
आक्षेपलभ्ये संख्येये नाभिधानस्थ कल्पना । 
संख्येयमात्रलाभे तु साकाङ्गण व्यवस्थितिः ॥९०॥ 
अआसख्यातवाच्यया संख्यया आश्रयस्य आक्षपादेव Wary 
कतरि शक्तिकल्पना!, प्रथमान्तपदोपस्यापले सति आख्याता- 
थेविशेव्यवमाक्षेपलभ्यतं, भुक्का इत्यादेः क्वान्ताथानन्तर्यवार- 
णाय विशेब्यदलम्‌, सुयते इत्यादे वर्तमानलविश्ेव्यलं खाप- 
amfa सत्यन्तदलम्‌। aue पचतीत्यत्र faata- 
क्मंतावरुद्धलात्‌ तण्डुलस्य, न तच भावनाऽऽकाङ्गेति भावना 


* न त्वनुकूलव्यापारस्य यल्लाच्तेपकतवा, कमोदाविति aa: कमा- 
दिव्यापकत्वप्रतिसन्धानेनेति शेषः | सयं भावः, कर्मणः छतिव्याप्यतया 
uius सामान्यतः छ्युपस्थितो सत्यां “पचति भुङ्के वा? इति भवति 
छतिविशेषजिज्ञासा, ` सामान्यप्रकारकज्ञानस्य विशेषजिज्ञासाहेतु- 
त्वादिति i 
| Op 'च्यनन्यलथ्यः शब्दार्थः? इति नियमात्‌ + 

I 
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इएद्धप्रातिपदिकाथीन्वचिनी, अतएव ^ d भावनाऽन्वेति, तं 
d agufe इति, एकपदेपात्तभावनान्वयबलात, कचीदि- 
agua एव च प्रथमेति। एवं कमापि नाख्यातपद्‌ वा- 
A“ ॥९०॥ 
“नन्वस्तु कमंधमा fafa’, qure 
अतिप्रसङ्कान्न फलं, ATG तत्वहानित: | 
तदलाभान्न कार्यञ्च, न क्रिया$प्यप्रशॉत्तितः॥ ९९ ॥ 
कर्म Gate, तद्धर्मः Alaa यदि विध्यर्थः, तत्राह अतिः 
ग्रसङ्गान्न फलं। खगे कार्यलज्ञाने सति स्वगासाधने पि प्रच््या- 
gai यदि कर्म aud, तद्धर्मः कार्यलं frui, तत्रा «rud 
तत्वहानित: | शाब्दबाधात पूवे नापस्थितमित्यत एवापूव॑, पूर्व- 
मुपस्थिता च न त्तम्‌, अनुपस्थिता च कथं तच शक्तिधीः। 
“ननु कार्यबरूपेण शक्तिधी:, शाब्दबोधे तु योग्यतया अपूर्वस्य 
ere awe भान?, qur तद्लाभान्न mua नित्यनि- 
षेधापूर्वयारलाभप्रसङ्गात्‌, तच फलकामस्य. नियाज्यवस्थाभा- 
वार्ता । aat “ननु कार्यलेनापलक्षितायामपूर्वव्यक्ता शक्तिग्रह:, 
गन्धवत्वेनापलच्षिताचां प्रथिवीवविशिष्टायां wat एयिवो- 


* अस्य ‘oat गम्यते इत्यादिकमास्यातस्थले! इति आदि । 

T अयं भावः, कास्यस्थले कान्यरूपभविव्यतस्वगादिफलसाधनत्वेन 
उप्रस्थितानां यागादीनामाश्रविनाशिनां तत्साधनत्वासम्भवेब तद्‌न्य- 
यानुपच्या पूर्वे कल्यतां, . नित्यस्य निषेधस्य च फलाभावेन aaua- 
कल्पनायां प्रमाणाभावात्‌ “सन्यामुपासीत? Heat मांसं ara’ 
(sis नित्यनिधेधस्थलीयविष्षिप्रत्यवस्य निरधकत्वाप्रत्तिरिति | 
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पञ्चमः स्तवकः | yé 


पदस्येव*?, इत्यत्राइ तदलाभात्‌। अपूर्वल विशिष्टा पूर्व व्यत्यनुप- 
fad, waaay हि थिवीलविशिष्टखय स्र णमन॒मानं वा 
सम्भवति, प्रागनुभवाठू, Wed तथालेऽपूर्वलत्याचाता दित्यर्थः ) 
“ननु कर्म यागादि, age: कार्यं विधिः’, ans न 
क्रियापोति। श्रनिष्टसाधनताधीकाले प्रड़त््यदशनात्‌। अत्र 
अपिना नापूर्वेमपि, उक्तदाषादित्यर्थः ॥ १९ ॥ 

“ननु करणं शब्दः, तद्धमा&भिधा, तज्ज्ञानं प्रवर्तकम्‌’, अतं 
wats: “अभिधां भावनामाङ्कुरन्यामेव लिङादयः | wur 
त्मभावना न्या सवाख्यातस्य गोचरः”, अभिधा यागप्रव- 
तिका इतिधोः शब्दात्‌, आस्यातार्थञ्च उत्पादना उत्पत्त्यन- 
कूलक्रियारूपा” इति, wr 

असत्ताद्प्रटृत्ते्च नाभिधाऽपि गरीयसी | 
- बाधकस्य सम!नलात्‌ परि्रेषोऽपि दुर्लभः ॥ १२ ॥ 
अभिधाया मानाभावात्‌, अभिधाशन्दतेऽभिधा ज्ञानेऽपि 
"meu: Wa उचिता, लिङर्थतयेति शेषः | “ननु अन्यस्य 


* यथा fe “गन्धवती एथिवीषद शत्या’ इत्युपलच्णविधया शक्तिः 
Uu न तु “गन्धवत्त्वेन गन्धवती एशिवीपदशक्या' इति गन्धवत्त्वं 
S ENS 0५ 
पक्यतावच्छेदकोछव्य शक्तिग्रहः, तथा कायत्वन कायं विधिशक्यमिति 
न शक्तिधीः, किन्तु कार्य विधिशक्यमिति उपलच्तणविधयेति भावः | 
सिद्धान्तस्त एथिवीत्वजातेः घागुपस्थितिसत्त्वेन तस्य शक्यतावच्छद- 
~ . 
कत्वे लाघवप्रतिसन्धानात्‌ गन्धवत्त्वस्य उपलच्ञ्णविधयव aia, yad- 
err प्रागनुपस्थित्या नेवं सम्भवतोति | 
r2 
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do कुसमाझलिः | 
e 


feeds बाधात्‌ परिशेषेणाभिधा fase’ इति, अचाद 
बाधकस्थेति । प्रङतेऽपि बाधकसम्भवात्‌* ॥ २२ ॥ 
“ननु करणस्य यागादेधेमे दूष्टसाधनतं विध्यथाऽस्तः तत्राह 
इेतुलादनुमानाच्च naarat faama: i 
अन्यतर ज्लुप्तसामध्यालिषेघानपपत्तित: ॥ ९३ ॥ 
विध्यर्थस्थ इष्टसाधनताया 'इेतुलात्‌’ लिङ्गतयोपन्यासात्‌, 
न च खस्य खलिङ्गलमिति, अग्निकामा दारुणो मश्नीयादित्युक्त 
कुत इत्याकाङ्कायां वक्तारो वदन्ति यता दारुइयमथनमझिसा- 
धनमिति। 'अनुमानात अर्थवादादिष्टसाधनताबाधानन्तरमपि 
विधेरनुमानात्‌, यदि चानुमितेनापि विधिना दृष्टसाधनत्रमेव 
बोध्यम्‌, तदा तद्‌नुमानवेय्यंम्‌, “तरति wa, तरति ब्रह्म- 
wer" इत्यादी म्हत्युनरह्महृत्यासन्तरणकामेऽश्वमेधेन यजे- 


, * मीमांसकमतेनेदम्‌, तन्मतं यथा, धात्वयात्यादा नु कू ला व्यापारा 
भावना, सा च अथभावना शब्दभावना चेति दिधा, तत्राद्या फल- 
भावनापदाभिधेया कटनिळा प्रयलादिरूपा खआख्यातप्रत्ययसामान्य- 
स्यार्थः, अस्याख्चांशचयमस्ति, तथा हि 'खगंकामे यजेत’ इत्यादावा- 
ख्यातेन भावनांयामुपस्थिताबां किं भावयेत्‌, केन भावयेत्‌, कथं 
भावयेदित्याकाङ्कायां खगकामपदादिभिः, “खगे भावयेत्‌, यागेन 
भावयेत्‌, अग्न्याधानादिभिरुपकारं सम्पाद्य भावयेत्‌’ इतिरोत्या 
भाव्यकरणेतिकतंव्यतासमन्वय इति भाव्याद्यंशचयवतीयम्‌ | शब्दभा- 
वना च चअविधापदाभिधेवा वेदिकशब्दनिछा लिझादिरूपविधिप्रत्य- 
यमाचरगम्या, अस्या अर्थभावना भाव्या, विधिलिझादि करुणं, WA- 
वादिकी स्तुतिरितिकतंव्यतेथ्येघाऽपि भाव्याद्यंशच्रयवतीत्यलमधिकेन | 

+ wu “या$श्वमे धेन यजते? इति wu: इत्यादाविति अत्र “इस्- 

( साधनताबाधान्तरमपि' इति ERAR | 
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पञ्चमः स्तवकः | ईर्‌ 


तेतिविश्यनुभानस्य सवंतन्त्तसिद्धलात्‌* | “मध्यमादी वियागतः? 
मध्यमोत्तमपरुषे लिङ इष्टयाधनतावियागातू, qur gA- 
मित्यचाज्ञादिर्का aitaa, आज्ञा तु अभिप्राय एव इति प्र- 
यमपुरुषेऽपि इच्छा अर्थः । “अन्यच क्लृप्तसामथ्यातः अध्येष- 
णादिलिडाम्‌ इच्छावाचकलकल्पनात्‌1 | “निषेधानुपपत्तितः? 
“न कलञ्जं भचयेत्‌’ इत्यच्रेटसाधनलनिषेधस्थ बाधितवात्‌$ i 
बलवद्निष्टाननुवन्धिलञ्च न विध्यर्थः, 'श्येनेनाभिचरन्‌ य- 
जेत? इत्यादा असम्भवात्‌||, अग्रवर्तमानपुरुषस्य च qaae- 
विषयत्वात्‌ बलवद्वेषविषयदुःखजनकलसा मान्याभावस्य बाधित- 
लादिति॥ १३॥ 
स्वमतमाह 


* सर्वतन्तसिङ्घवात्‌ सर्वतन्त्रसिद्धारन्तांसद्धत्वात्‌ , स च 'सर्वतन्त्रा- 
विरुडस्तन्वेईधिकछतः सर्वतन्त्तसद्धान्त? इति न्याय सूज्ञ (AST. 
uge) «sia: | 

+ आदिना सइःल्पपरिग्रइः, अनुपदमनु छीयमानकमेणः खान्यकतं- 
व्यत्वेनेच्छा आज्ञा, खकतेव्यतया$मिप्रायस्त सङ्कल्पः । केचित्त “Arar 
त्वमिप्राय रव? इत्युत्तरग्रस्थद्थ्य़ा आदिपदमच नास्तोत्यनुमिमते। 

{ सत्कारपुरःसरनियोगेच्छा अध्येषणा, यथा गुरा मामध्यापय 
इत्यादो | ap F 

§ ai भावः, र्तन्मते नञथविशष्यकान्वयस्यात्रासम्भवेन “AST 
ufea यस्य विधेयत्वं, नञा तदभाव णवावगम्यते! इततिनियमा- 
नसारेण पहाते कलञ्जभच्तणं नेटसाधनं KAU वणनीयः, स च 
न सम्भवति, कलञ्जभक्तणस्य ढप्तिरूपेट्साधनतया तच तदभाववि- 

‘fata |. | = 

| बयमाशयः, waa हि शत्रु्तयाथतया िंसारूपेण शचुच्तय 
इव नरकेऽपि भवति, स च बलवान्‌ alae इति तद्नुबन्धिनि 


ui कुतस्तद्भाव इति | 
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६० कुसुमाञ्जलिः | 
«€ 


fee बाधात्‌ परिशेषेणाभिधा लिङर्थः? इति, अत्रा 
बाधकस्थेति । प्रकतेषपि बाधकसम्भवात्‌* ॥ ९२ ॥ 
“ननु करणस्य यागादेधेमे इष्टसाधनलं Aag तत्रा 
इेतुवादनमानाचच मश्यमादो वियोगतः। 
अन्य कलप्तसामध्यान्निषेधानपपत्तितः ॥ ९३ ॥ 
विश्वर्थस्य इष्टसाधनताया ‘edad’ लिङ्गतयोपन्यासात्‌, 
नच खस्थ खलिङ्गवमिति, अग्मिकामा दारुणो मश्नीयादित्युक्ते 
कुत इत्याकाङ्खायां वक्तारो! वदन्ति यता दारुदयमथनर्माञ्सा- 
धनमिति। अनुमानात्‌? ग्रर्थवादादिष्टसाधनताबोधानन्तरमपि 
विधेरनुमानात्‌, यदि चानुमितेनापि विधिना इष्टलाधनलमेव 
बोध्यम्‌, तदा तदनुमानवैयश्यम्‌, “तरति wai, तरति ब्रह्म 
xau इत्यादौ म्दत्यत्रह्मचत्यासन्तरणकामोऽश्वमेधेन यजे- 


, * मीमांसकमतेनेदम्‌, तन्मतं यथा, धातथात्पादानुकूला व्यापार 
भावना, सा च व्यथभावना शब्दभावना चेति दिधा, तत्राद्या फल- 
भावनापदाभिधेया कटॅनिछा प्रयत्नादिरूपा आख्यातप्रथ्ययसामान्य- 
स्यार्थः, अस्याखांशत्रयमस्ति, तथा दि 'खगंकामे यजेत’ इत्यादावा- 
ख्यातेन भावनायामपस्थिताबां किं भावयेत्‌, केन भावयेत, कथं 
भावयेद्त्याकाङ्कायां खगकामपदादिभिः, “qi भावयेत्‌, यागेन 
भावयेत्‌, अग्न्याधानादिभिरुपकार सम्पाद्य भावयेत्‌’ इतिरीत्या 
भाव्यकरणेतिकतेव्यतासमन्वय इति भाय्याद्यंशचयवतीयम्‌ | शन्दभाः 
वना च अविधापदाभिधेया वेदिकशब्दनिछा लिझादिरूपविशिप्रत्य- 
यमाचगम्या, HAMS व्यथभावना भाव्या, विधिलिझादि करुणं, च्यार्थ- 
वार्की स्ततिरितिकतव्यतेत्येघा;पि भाव्याद्यंशच यवतीत्यलमसिकेन | 
- † अस्य योऽश्वमेधेन यजते? इति शेषः। इत्यादाविति अच KE- 

( साधनताबाधान्तरमप' इति पूरणीयम | 
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TAA: स्तवकः | द्र 


तेतिविध्यनुमानस्य सवंतन्त्रसिद्धचात* | “मध्यमादी वियेगतः:? 
मध्यमात्तमपुरुषे लिङ इष्टयाधनतावियागातू, gA: कुया- 
मित्यत्राज्ञादिर्का प्रतोयते, आज्ञा तु अभिप्राय एव इति प्र- 
यमपुरुषेऽपि इच्छा अर्थ:। “अन्यच क्लुप्तसामथ्यातः अध्येष- 
णादिलिङाम्‌ इच्छावाचकलकल्पनात्‌ | “निषेधानपपत्तितः? 
“न कलञ्जं भक्षयेत्‌? इत्यचेष्टसाधनत्वनिषधस्य बाधितबात$ । 
बलवद्निष्टाननुबन्धिलञ्च न विध्यर्थः, “श्येनेनाभिचरन्‌ य- 
जेत? इत्यादे असम्भवात्‌||, अप्रवर्तमानपुरुषस्य च बलवद्वेष- 
विषयत्वात्‌ बलवद्वेषविषयदुःखजनकलसा मान्या भावस्य बाधित- 
alfefa il १३॥ 
खमतमाह 


* स्वतन्त्रसिद्धत्वात्‌ सर्वेतन्त्रसिद्धान्तासद्धत्वात्‌ , स च 'सर्वतन्ला- 
विरुडसून्वेईथिकतः सववेतन्लसिडान्तः इति न्यायसूत्रे RARS] 
use) «fuia: | 

T आदिना सड्जल्पपरि ग्रहः, व्यनुपदमनुषटीयमानकम णः स्वान्यकतं- 
व्यत्ेनेच्छा MA, खकरतंव्यतयाऽमिप्रायस्त सङ्कल्पः | केचित्तु आज्ञा 
त्वभिप्राय एव? KANUA ARRAI नास्तोत्यनुमिमते | 

1 सत्कारपुरःसरनियोगेच्छा अध्येषणा, यथा गुरा मामध्यापय 
इत्याद | 

§ सयं भावः, aad नजर्थविशेव्यकान्वयस्यात्रासम्भवेन “नञ्‌. 
राहित्ये यस्य विधेयत्वं, नञा तदभाव रवावगम्यते? इतिनियमा- 
नुसारेण uud कलञ्जभच्तणं Aad इत्येवाथा वर्णनीयः, स च 
न सम्भर्वात, कलञ्जभच्तणस्य टप्तिरूपेषटसाधनतया तच तद्भाववि- 
R |. i 

| व्ययमाशयः, श्येनेन हि शचुक्तयाथतया fasta एचुक्तय 
xg नरुका$पि भवति, स च बलवान्‌ अनिस इति तदनुबन्धिनि 


RE कुतस्तदभाव इति i 
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eR gaaaf: | 


fafadm finira: प्रद्धत्यादो लिङादिभिः। 
अभिघेया$नुमेया तु कर्तुरिष्टाभ्युपायता ॥ ९४॥ 
प्रदत्तिनिट्टत्ततिविषये आघाभिप्राय: लिङादिभिः प्रत्य 
Aada, दृष्टसाधनता लनमेया। वस्ततस्त ईश्वरेच्छायाः 
सर्वेविषयकुललात्‌ निषेधे बाधः, बलवद निष्टाननुबन्िलेने च्छा- 
या: waa गोरवमिति प्राचीनमतमेव साधीयः“ ॥ १४ od 


+ agi विध्यरथंले वेदिकविसिप्त्ययस्य वत्तुरी श्वरस्या- 
मिप्राय एवाथे', अभिप्रायस्विच्छेव इति “न कलञ्जं भक्षयेत्‌? इत्यादे 
कलञ्जभच्तणं नेश्वरेच्छाविषय LAAT वक्तव्यः, स च बाधितः, कार्य- 
सामान्यं प्रत्येव इश्वस्च्छाया हेतुतया कलञ्जभच्तणईपि तद्नपायातः 
fassus बाध इति तात्परयम्‌ | 

अचेद बोध्यं, शत्यत्तिवेचित्येण विधिसमभिव्याह्ृतनञर्थः विशेष्य- 
तयैवान्वेतीति कलञ्जभच्तणभाव इशवराभिप्रेत इत्येवाचान्वयः, 'यदी- 
«(mer वासं पुचसम्पदमात्मनः | णकादस्यां न भुञ्जीत पक्षया- 
रुभयारुपि? इत्यादिकाम्यनिषेधविधिस्थले नित्यानघघस्य फलवत्त्वे च 

. नञर्थविशष्यकान्वयस्य सिद्धत्वात्‌ । यदा विध्यथस्येच्छाया विघवता- 
सम्बन्धेन घात्वथ नान्वयः, faq धात्वथतावच्छद्करूपेण घात्वथ 
उद्देश्यतासंसगणव ति. तथा च कलझभच्तणस्थ कायत्वन KALI- 
विषयत्वेऽपि विशषतस्तदिच्छाद्‌श्यत्वाभावाब्निषेधाषपत्तिः | यदि च, 
“इच्छा सामान्यं नाभिपायः, किन्तु छपावत्‌ इच्छाविशेष णवाभिघायः, 
स च ऊन्धेच्छाद्यनधोनः कतव्यत्वनेच्छारूपः, इच्छात्वव्याप्याभिपायत्व- 
जातिमान्‌ वा, अतएव fure मयेदं ad न तु ममाभिप्रेतमिदम्‌’ 
इत्यादिप्रयोगः? इत्याद्किं विभाते, तदा प्रतिषिडक्तियायामीरथरा- 
fasta निवेधस्थले बाधाशङ्गैव नादेति। श्ेनेनाभिचरन्‌ 
यजेत? इत्यादावभिचारस्य सामान्यतः use र्च्छाभावेऽपि 
जिघांसाः कतंव्यल्लेन तदभिपायोऽस््येवेति न दोषः, अतरव मीमांसा- 
भाष्ये ((अ०।१पा०२रू०) "कथं पुनरनर्थः कर्तव्यतयोापदिश्यते ?? इति 

। मू्वपच्ञयित्वा “उच्यते, नेव श्येनादयः कव्या विज्ञायन्ते, यो fe 
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शरतेरित्यस्य व्याख्यान्तरमाद : 
BSA एव च वेदोऽयं परमेश्वरगाचर: | 
खार्थद्वारेव तात्ययें तस्य खगादिवडिया ॥ २५ ॥ 
सेच वेदभागे ईश्वरः प्रतिपादितः, यज्ञा वे विष्णः? (Aedo) 
aag (As) इत्यादिश्रुतिषु “एतस्य वा अचरस्य प्रशा सने 
गार्गि द्यावाष्टथिव्यो favi तिष्ठतः? (ट इदः) इत्यादिषु च, न तु 
सिद्धार्थतया अमोषामन्यच तात्प, यथा खर्गनरकादिबाध- 
कानाँ, तथा “ईश्वर मपासोत? इतिविश्येकवाक्यतया qui awa 
ऽपि प्रामाण्यमेव, अन्यथा स्वगादिपदानामांप स्वार्थ प्रामाण्य 
न स्यात्‌, ALATA खार्थद्वारेवेति। खार्थप्रतिपादनद्वारा एव 
विधा सिद्धार्थतात्पयात्‌*। Carme वेदि कप्रशंसानिन्दा- 


'िंसितुमिच्छत्‌, तस्यावमभ्युपाय इति fe तेषामुपदेशः, “aaah. 
चरन्‌ यजेत” इति fe समामनन्ति, न त्वभिचरितयमिति’ इति 
शवरखामिनः समाद्धिरे। यञ्च बलवद्निद्ेद्यादिकं नय्ेर्‌नत्तामपि 
salafa ear गोरवमभिङितं, तदपि पाचीनमतापेक्षया लाघवमेव, 
बलवद्नित्यादिकमप्यपच्ञमाणस्य तन्मतस्य गुरुतस्त्वादिति पाचीन- 
दाषदुरमपि प्राचीनमतं पाचीनानामेव साधीयः, नव्यानां पुननवीन- 
सरणिरोवानसरणोयेत्यलम | 

अर्य fma, क्रियाबाघनायव प्रव्त्तस्थ वेदस्य यद्‌ क्रिया 
नावगम्यत, भूताथादिबाधकस्थ तस्य न खाथ पामाण्यं परन्त विध्यंश 
रव तात्पयमिति “यज्ञ वे विष्णः? इत्यादिविध्य नात्मकश्चतेभतार्थतया 
न खाथ पामाण्यमिति कथमनया इ॑श्र्रासड्धिरिति मीमांसका शङ्का | 
Sa च तन्मतमासित्यवाय सिद्धान्तः, “यन्न दुःखेन सम्भिन्नम? इत्या- 
दीनां भूवाथानामपि खगोदिबाधकवाक्यानां “खर्गकामे यञ्ञेत? 
इत्याद्विध्येकवाक्यतया यथा Ete प्रामाण्य खीङतम तथा RAT- 
मुपासीत' इत्यादिविथ्य़ेकवाक्यतयव “यज्ञो वे विष्णः? शस्त्यादोस्रर- 
[अतिपादकवाक्यानां WAAR नाप्यज़ीकायमिति | 
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वाक्ानि म्रशंसानिन्दा ज्ञानपूर्वंकाणि प्रशंसानिन्दावादवाक्य- 
लात्‌ परिणतिसुरसमा्रफलमित्यादिवत्‌॥ ९५ n 
संख्याविशेषादित्यस्य थाख्यान्तरमाच 
स्यामभ्वं अविव्यामीत्यार्दे संख्या AT d 
समास्याऽपि च शाखानां नाद्यप्रवचनाढृते॥ १६ ॥ 
वैदिकोत्तमपरुषेण खतन्त्रा्ञारयितुः सह्या वाच्या, “तत्‌ 
ऐचत एकोऽहं बहु स्याम्‌’ (छान्दा”)इत्यादिबडषु उत्तमपुरुष- 
aA: सझ्ञापदार्थमन्यमा इ* समाख्येत्यादि । सवासां शाखानां 
fe काठककालापकाद्या; समाख्या: संज्ञाविशषा; अयन्ते, तेच 
नाध्ययनमात्रनिबन्धनाः, अध्ये णामानन्त्यात्‌ †आदावन्येरपि 
तद्श्ययनात्‌, तस्मादतोर्द्रियार्थदर्शी भगवानेव कारुणिकः 
सगादावस्मद्ाद्यदृष्टाहष्टकाठकादिशरीरविशेषमधिष्ठाय याँ 
शाखामुक्तवान तस्याः शाखायास्तन्नान्ना व्यवदेश इति fag- 
मोश्वरमननं मेचचेलः ॥ ९६ N 
यस्थेश्वरे न विश्यासस्तं we 
इत्येवं श्रुतिनीतिसंज्धवजलै४ये। भिराक्षालिते 
येषां नास्पदमादधासि हृदये ते शेलसा राशया: | 
किन्तु प्रस्तुतविप्रतोपविधये5णच्चेर्भवच्चविन्त का: 
काले कारुणिक लयैव कृपया ते तारणीया ATTN AON 
इतिशब्दः स्वरूपे, एवंशब्दः प्रकारार्थः, शैलसार: T, 


+ wai “संख्यायत विशेषेण ज्ञाप्यतेधनवा' इति ङुत्पत्तिबललभ्यं 
समाख्यारूप्रमप्ररमर्थम्‌। + व्यनादाविति पाठे संसार्‌ इति war) 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digitized by eGangotri 


वन्य << 


पञ्चमः स्तवकः | gu 


अतिकठिनशिला at) प्रस्तुत ईश्वर विप्रतीपविधय: प्रतिकू- 


र a ^ N 
wuxr, तादृशा अपि wxíauus काले भवचचिन्तका:, 


शङ्खाकलङ्गशटून्याः कायाः ॥ Yo 
c — ^ . 
अस्माकन्तु निसर्गखुन्दर facta faad afa 
बद्भानन्दनिणा तथापि तरलं नाद्यापि सन्तुष्यते | 
तन्नाथ वारितं fate करुणां येन लदेकाग्रतां 
याते चेतसि «gara WAR याम्याः पुनयातनाः॥१५॥ 
अद्धा तत्त्वं, amaa इति कर्मकत्तरि* । 
इत्येष नीतिकुसुमा च्लि रूञ्ञ्चलश्री- 
c ~ f£ Aa Aa 
यंदासयेद्पि च दक्षिणवासका+1 «T! 
नो वा, ततः किममरेशगरोगेरुस्त 
प्रीतेऽस्लमेन पद्पोठसमपणेन ॥ १९ ॥ 
दूति पञ्चमः स्तवकः | 
ना वासंयेत्‌ ततः किमस्माकम्‌। 


इति शोइरिदासभडट्टाचायवरचितक्कुसुमाञ्ञलिकारिका- 
व्याख्याने ससाप्तम॥ 


+ कर्मकर्वरोति लटप्रत्ययनिष्पन्नमिति शेषः । तथा च यत्‌ चेता 
dente तत्‌ खयमेव संटप्यत «eru: | 

+ सअमसेशगरोदच्तिणवामका तत्सत्त्वखीकारेऽनुकूलपतिकूलपच्ता, 
ay च दच्तिणवामकराविति झेषः। अमणेशगुराव्यहस्पतेरपि गुरु- 
fafa वाइन्वयः | 
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ES to च्यन्धय० स्मन्वय० 
१३ श्र धमाधमिणाः qayit: 
३६ २२ भावप्रव्यक्षे IEEE] 
ye LEN क्रिया ० alae 


* T. e. the arguments which establish his existence, and the discussion as to 
the validity of the premisses which becomes necessary if these are not accepted. 
The words may also mean ‘laid at the feet of God.’ 

t The latter half of this sloka (the former in the original) has a double 
meaning, as nearly every word has a technical or logical sense,—* this handful 
of flowers, which reveals the knowledge of true minor terms and affords a banquet 
to the intelligent by the perception of an undoubted universal connection 
[between the middle and major terms] &c."—I may add that the proverb alluded 
to in the commentary gízfxd! भावा द्रव्यवत्‌ प्रकाशते is quoted to shew that 
though rasa properly denotes an attribute, it here means the subject which 
possesses it. 

f Alluding to such passages as that in the Brihadárany. Upanishad (ii. 4, 5,) 
‘behold the soul (dtmé) is verily to be seen, heard, contemplated and pro- 
foundly meditated upon." 
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THE HANDFUL OF FLOWERS. 


FIRST CLUSTER. 

I.—May this handful of flowers of faultless logic, devo- 
ted to the twofold proof* of God, delight my mind without 
hindrance while bee-like hovering over it,—this handful of 
flowers, opening under favourable auspices, and afford- 
ing a banquet to the upright by the inhaling of its 
fragrance,—one which will not fade, however closely 
handled,—the home of a honey that distils the nectar 
of immortality. 

IT.—* But is there not an absence of evidence to establish any con- 
nection between such a fruit as liberation and your argument devoted 
to the twofold proof of the existence of God,—sinee the word soul 
which signifies that soul which is the object of the so-called essential 
knowledge, merely means that individual soul which is the object of 


* [. c. the arguments which establish his existence, and the discussion as to 
the validity of the premisses which becomes necessary if these are not accepted. 
The words may also mean ‘laid at the feet of God.’ > 

+ The latter half of this sloka (the former in the original) has a double 
meaning, as nearly every word has a technical or logical sense,—* this handful 
of flowers, which reveals the knowledge of true minor terms and affords a banquet 
to the intelligent by the perception of yan undoubted universal connection 
[between the middle and major terms] &c."—I may add that the proverb alluded 
to in the commentary छद्विह्चिता भावो द्रव्यवत्‌ प्रकाशते is quoted to shew that 
though rasa properly denotes an attribute, it here means the subject which 
possesses it. ; an E - 

Alluding to such passages as that in the Brihadárany. Upanishad (ii. 4, 5,)- 
‘behold the soul (dimd) is verily to be seen, heard, contemplated and pro- 
foundly meditated upon.’ 
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theillusory knowledge that is the cause of the sensible world; and 
therefore the contemplating of this is the true means of liberation ?"* 
To meet this doubt he replies, 

i II.—That Being, whose worship the wise consider as the 
means of the two heaven-like liberations,—He, the Su- 
preme Soul, is here ascertained (as the object of our 
contemplation). P 

The * two heaven-like liberations’ [as intensely desirable from the 

absence of all pain,] are the liberation while still remaining in 
this life, and the absolute emancipation. ‘The contemplation of God 
is a means of liberation through the merit produced thereby or 
through the knowledge of one’s own soul. This S'rutif is the proof 
that it is such a cause, having known him only one goes beyond 
death; there is no other path to obtain it.’ And that the knowledge 
of one’s own soul is the cause of liberation is proved by the sruti,f 
‘When a man truly discriminates the soul and says “I am he,” what 
can he wish for? orin desire of what object can he follow the conti- 
nuous onflow of mundane events ?* 

III.—Now although with regard to that Being whom all 
men alike worship, whichever of the [four wellknown] ends 
of man they may desire,—(thus the followers of the Upa- 
nishadsas the very Knower,—the disciples of Kapila as the 
perfect first Wise,—those of Patanjali as Him who, untouch- 
ed by pain, action, fruit or desert, having assumed a body 
in order to create, revealed the tradition of the Veda and 
is gracious to allliving beings,—the Mahápás'upatas as 
the Independent one, undefiled by vaidic or secular viola- 
tions,—the S'aivas as S'iva,—the Vaishnayas as Purush- 
ottoma,—the followers of the Puránas as the great Father 
(Brahma),—the Ceremonialists as the Soul of the sacrifice, — 
the Saugatas as the Omniscient,—the Jainas as the Unob- 
structed,—the Mímánsakas as Him who is pointed out as 


* This being the seat of the great error, it is to this that our contemplations 
should be directed. 
+ S'wetás^watara Upanishad, iii. 8. 


i Brihadar. Up. iv. 4, 12.—S/ankara read सुञज्वरेत for संस रेत 
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to be worshipped,—the Chárvákas as Him who is establish- 
ed by the convention of the world,—the followers of the 
Nyáya as Him whois all that is said worthy of Him,—why 
farther detail ? whom even the artizans themselves worship 
as the great artizan, Vis'wakarman,)—although, I say, with 
regard to that Being, the adorable Siva, whom all recog- 
nise throughout the world as universally acknowledged 
like castes, families, family invocations of Agni, schools, 
social customs, &c. how can there arise any doubt? and 
what then is there to be ascertained ?—Still this logi- 
cal investigation may be well called the contemplation 
of God, and this is really worship when it follows the 
hearing the S'ruti. Therefore that adorable one who hath 
been often heard mentioned in the S'ruti, Smriti, narrative 
poems, Puranas, &c., must now be contemplated, accord- 
ing to such a Sruti as ‘He isto be heard and to be 
contemplated,’ and such a Smriti as ‘by the Veda, 
inference and the delight of continued meditation,—in 
this threefold manner producing knowledge, a man obtains 
the highest concentration.’ Now there is, in short, a 
fivefold opposition to our theory,—as based, first, on the 
non-existence of any supernatural cause of another world (as 
adrishta, the merit and demerit of our actions) ;—or second- 
ly, on the possibility of our putting in action certain causes 
of another world (as sacrifices,) even if God be allowed to 
be non-existent ;—or thirdly, on the existence of proofs 
which show the non-existence of God ;—or fourthly, on the 
opinion that, even if God does exist, he cannot be a cause 
of true knowledge to us ;—or fifthly, on the absence of any 
argument to prove his existence. 

“Very”—without any second; “knower’’—existing in the form 
of pure knowledge; “ first wise"—existing in the form of intelligence 
at the first beginning of creation ; “ perfect” —as possessed of the eight 
divine faculties ; ignorance, egoism, desire, aversion, and tenacity of 
mundane existence, are the five “ pains ;” sacrifice, injuring others, &0, 

B 2 
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as causing merit and demerit, are the “actions ;” rank, length of life 
and enjoyment are the “ fruits ;” merit and demerit the “ deserts” left 
as a residue in the mind. “ Revealed” —i. e. manifested [as a previously 
existing object], since the Veda is eternal. He is “ gracious” as being 
the original instructor in arts, as of making jars, &e. “ Siva,” void of 
the three qualities; the “great Father" as the father even of the 
father ; “ omniscient” with a momentary omniscience.* The “ obstruc- 
tions” are ignorance, desire, aversion, delusion, and tenacity of mun- 
dane existence, —“ pointed out as to be worshipped” as the Vaidic 
mantras, &e.—possessed of “all that is said worthy of him” in the 
various descriptions of God. “School” (charana) means here recension 
Gdkhd).+ Although the existence of God is indeed established by 
the S'ruti's evidence, yet, if we wish to employ inference, the absence of 
doubt need not be a fault in our argument.f He therefore proceeds 
towards the close of the passage to propose a doubt, according to the 
principle of satisfying an opponent. 

IV.—We have to meet the opponent’s first objection by establishing 
the existence of a supernatural cause of another world in the form of 
merit and demerit, and, if this be established, then it follows that a 
God is established as the superintendent thereof, since a non-intelligent 
cause can only produce its effect by the superintendence of something 
intelligent. He therefore proceeds to establish this. 


TV.—F rom dependence,—from eternity,—from diversity, 
—from universal practice, 


and from the apportionment 
to each individual soul,—mundane enjoyment implies a 
supernatural cause [7. e. £ desert.”] 


Our proposition is that there exists a supernatural cause of another 
world, ४. ८. a cause beyond the reach of the senses. a. First of all, then, 
to establish the class of causes in general, he says “ from dependence.” 
Dependence means here that the effect is occasional. All effects must 
have a cause since they are occasional, like the gratification produc- 


o eo EN 


e Te Mádhyamika Bauddhas hold that everything is momen tary, mávra Det. 
+ F or the original difference between charana and s'ákhá cf. Müllers Anciont 
Sanskrit literature, p. 125. On pravara, see ibid., p. 386. 


f In ordinary cases people do not take the trouble of arguing i ro i 
meni peor e the trouble of arguing if there is no 
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ed by food; [otherwise, if they did not depend on a cause, they 
could be found everywhere and always]. b.“ But if the cause of ajar, &c. 
were eternal, would it not follow that the jar, &c. would also be eternal, 
and therefore we must assume the jar's cause to be itself only 
occasional, and therefore the perpetual series of causes must be all 
occasional, each dependent on its previous cause?" To meet this ob- 
jection of a regressus in infinitum he says “from the eternity [of the 
succession of cause and effect],” like the continued series of seed 
and shoot,*—the meaning being that a regressus in infinitum ceases 
to be a fault, if, like this one alleged in our illustration, it can be 
proved by the evidence of our senses. c. “ But [if you require a cause, | 
why not say [with the Vedántin] that Brahma alone is the cause, or 
[with the Sánkhya] Nature in the form of various individual 
intellects ?" To meet this, he says “ from the diversity [of effects, as 
heaven, hell, &c.]"—as the effects imply a diversity of causes, from their 
being diverse as effects. d. “ But why not accept a visible cause as 
sacrifices, &c.—why have recourse to an invisible desert (adrishta) ?” 
To meet this, he adds “from the universal practice,” ४. e. from the 
fact that all men, desiring fruit in another world, do engage in 
sacrifices, &c. It is only the conviction that they do produce heaven, 
&c. as their fruit, which makes men engage in sacrifices, &c.; and 
these [passing away when the action is over] cannot produce this 
fruit unless by means of some influence which continues to act after 
the rite is over,—and hence is this invisible influence, called merit or 
demerit, established. e. “ But why not say that this desert does not 
reside in the same subject as the enjoyment [४. ८. the individual 
soul,] but produces the enjoyment by abiding in the thing enjoyed ?” 
He replies “ from the apportionment to each soul.” Since the enjoy- 
ment resides in each soul severally, we should be unwarranted to attri- 
bute its production to a desert residing elsewhere. 

V.— But why may we not suppose that the effect arises without a 
cause, according to the adversary's opinion given in the Nyáya Sátras 
(iv. 22), * there is an origination of entities from no cause, for we see 
the sharpness of a thorn, 60. ??” He replies, 


* Of Cowper's remarks on his cucumber, “I raised the seed that produced 
the plant, that produced the fruit, that produced the seed, that produced tho 
fruit I sent you.” 
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V.—*« Without a cause” cannot mean the denial of a 
causo or of production, nor can it imply that the effect 
itself or an unreal thing is the cause; and if you sug- 
gest “spontaneously,” it cannot mean that, from effects 
being definitely limited. 

Does your “ without a cause” mean that «. there is no cause at 
all? or b. does it deny all production ? or c. does it imply the rejection 
of all foreign causes ? ord. of all real causes ?* Under either pair of 
alternatives the ultimate result is that you have no cause at all, and, 
under the latter pair, the additional absurdity of a false cause.T— Or e- 
does it mean “spontaneously P" But effects are definitely limited, 
since, if they were not, occasionalness would be at an end, [as they 
might then arise always and everywhere. | 

VI.—* But if we are to assume an eternal succession of causes and 
effects (as otherwise we cannot account for the occasionalness of 
effects,)—still even then, as that which is distinguished by the nature 
of fire (scil. fire) will not always be found only where straw, &c., are, 
these latter will have to be excluded from being causes, and therefore 
we shall again have our old difficulty of occasionalness being precluded, 
as no other cause can be mentioned.” Here the Mímánsakas come in 
and maintain that we must assume as a cause the fact of there being 


“capacity” must be 


presenta capacity favourable to fire, and thus 
allowed to be a separate category varying according to each individual, 
non-eternal in the non-eternal thing, described as it is in the line 
‘Eternal in the eternal, and in the non-eternal produced by 
the cause of that thing in which it resides.’ 

Or as another opinion holds [that of S'ríkaráchárya] “ there is an 
eternal capacity favourable to fire, abiding in straw, the arapi wood, 
and the burning gem."—The Naiy&yikas however maintain that there 
is an actual difference of class which accompanies the being produced 
from straw, arani or the burning gem,—since, if we assumed a capacity 
favourable to one and the same thing (7. e. to fire,) and yet itself 
existing in things of different classes (as straw, &c.,) then on seeing 


* That is, there can be imagined false causes. 

+ Under any one of tho four cases you have really no proper * cause’ ai all (thus 
in the third, the thing must precede itself to fulfil the definition of a cause ;) and 
hence any supposed cause (as in c., and d.,) can only be a false one, ý 

f Cf. Siddhanta Muktávali, pp. 3, 4. 
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smoke, &c., you could not draw the inference of fire, &c.* And again, 
[if this assumption were correct], we should not have such respec- 
tive colligations of concurrent causes of fire, as straw and blowing, 
arani wood and rubbing, or the burning gem and the reflected rays 
of the sun, since we see in other cases that that which possesses the 
property that determines causation (४. ८. according to the present 
theory, capacity) will produce its effect in conjunction with anything 
which similarly possesses some other property that determines 
causation ; and therefore, in the present case, we should be led to 
expect fire to result from such a conjunction as the gem and blowing. 
If you would meet this by assuming that there is one capacity 
favourable to fire, which resides not in any one thing alone (as straw,) 
but in the several combinations, as straw and blowing, and the rest,— 
this is not the true solution, but you must rather accept (from its 
greater simplicity) my theory that a difference of class resides in the 
various fires produced by straw, &c., as is seen by the evidence of the 
senses, like the fire of a lamp, &c. Hence Capacity is not to be assumed 
as a separate category. These discussions are condensed in the fol- 
lowing couplet. 

VI.—This succession of causes and effects has no be- 
ginning, nor has it one capacity abiding in things of dif- 
ferent classes [as straw, &c.] ; we must diligently strive for 
ourselves to fix the several limitations, by determining 
the constant accompaniments and separations. t 

The meaning of this is that we must assume a difference of class (i. e. 
species,) in effects produced by different causes. [If you ask “ Then, 
in reference to what cause, is the class of fire (as the genus,) the de- 
termining notion of all the various special fires as effects, I reply, | heat 
as possessing a peculiar hot quality to the touch§ is the cause in the 
case of all the various fires. [In the case of the different species of fire 


* Fire would not be the cause of smoke, in its nature as fire, but simply 
as haying a capacity for producing smoke; and therefore on secing smoke, our 
true inference would be that the mountain has not “fire” but “a capacity for 
producing smoke.” 

+ The fire in a lamp lightsthe house, while fire from wood or cow-dung 
produces little or no light. 

t E.g. Fire may be found, and yet no straw, but a gem; and vice verst, 

§ This epithet is added to exclude ‘ gold." 
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we have different causes, straw, &e., but in all alike we have the general 
cause ‘heat,’ ४. ८. heat is the necessary and universal antecedent]. 
VIL—* But may we not say that as one and the same lamp gives 
light, destroys the wick and illumines different objects as jars, &c., so we 
may have one common cause, either as the one Brahma (with the 
Vedéntin,) or as Nature (with the Sánkhya) which is not to be distin- 
guished from the various intellects apportioned to the different souls, as 
the cause and effect are identical ;—and hence the existence of God 
will not be established as the superintendent of merit and demerit, 
[since our supposed causes will evolve their own effects, and we there- 
fore need not assume adrishta as the special cause of the world] ?” 


To meet this he says, 


VII.—Of one there can be no succession, of the same 
there can be no variety ; it is not a special capacity since 
this cannot be severed,—nature is hard to be violated. 


From one cause alone there can be no determinate succession of 
effects [as they would be all produced simultaneously ;] and from the 
same cause, 4. e. one general cause (as the Sankhya’s prakriti) there 
cannot be a variety of effects, ४.८. effects of different kinds ; and therefore 
since we find successive effects produced, we must conclude that there 
are successive causes, and, since we find effects of various kinds, we 
must conclude the causes to be likewise various in kind. 

He now refutes the doubt that perhaps various effects might be 
produced from one general cause by special capacities, by the words 
* it is nob a special capacity, since this cannot be severed” from the 
subject in which it resides, as the power and that which possesses 
the power are really identical ; and if you sever them, then we shall 
have to accept the power as the true cause, and in this way your 
unity of cause is destroyed, and duality follows.—* May we not hold 
that one cause can produce various effects simply by its own 
nature?" He replies “nature is hard to be violated." If that same 
nature which existed when one effect had to be produced, continued to 
exist at the time of the production of another, then the nature of 
water, &c. might exist in fire,—that is, a thing's real nature 
cannot remain concealed. The instance of the lamp is not in point, 
as it can be explained by a difference in the concurrent causes neces- 
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sary to produce the different effects.” 

VIII. “But why may we not say that the potter's staff, &c. may 
be a cause in the case of jars, &c., but not sacrifices, &c. in the 
ease of heaven, &c.?” He replies, 


VIII. The universal practice is not fruitless, nor can 
it have trouble as its only fruit; nor can.it have as its 
fruit some visible gain ; nor can there be such a deception 
[as this would involve if all were false]. 


The activity in performing sacrifices to obtain heaven, which all 
display who desire another world, cannot be fruitless, nor can it 
have trouble as its sole result,—since activity arises only from a con- 
viction that such a course will be a means to obtain the desired 
object. Nor can we say that its fruit is the attainment of some 
visible object, ४. e., reputation for sanctity, wealth, &c., since even 
those perform sacrifices who have no regard to such objects. Should 
you reply that some knave first devised the custom of offering sacri- 
fices as means of obtaining heaven, and the rest of mankind were 
cajoled into following his example, this is met by the words “nor 
can there be such a deception.” For who could be so utterly 
different from the rest of mankind as for the mere sake of deceiving 
sites to impose upon himself a round of actions which necessarily 
cause all sorts of trouble ? and hence we may safely infer that the 
universal practice of sacrifice is a proof that sacrifices do produce 
heaven as their result. 

IX. “Well, then, why not say that sacrifices, &c., may be the 
direct causes of [our obtaining] heaven, &c., and not any merit which 
they are said to produce ?" He replies, 


IX. A thing long passed cannot produce its result 
without some continuant influence over and above. The 
souls, having no distinction, could not have enjoyment 
even though the objects were affected by adrishta. 


* Thus for the giving light we havo the conjunction of the flame and wick, 
&c.; for thd burning of the wick we have the destruction of the conjunction 
previously existing between the particles of the wick; for the illumining of 
objects we have the conjunction of the eye with the jar, and that of the jar with 
the light. 


c 
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A “thing long passed,” 2. e. the sacrifice, &९., * without some cona 
tinuant influence over and above,” ४. e. an operation favourable to 
producing the result, cannot produce that result; for a cause which 
has long ceased to be, can only act as a cause by means of some 
operation [or influence] that continues to exist after it, just as the 
transient perception of the senses only produces recollection by 
means of the impression which it leaves in the mind, [to produce 
the actual recollection we require some reminding association to 
arouse the dormant impression.]—“ May we not say that adrishta 
may be the cause, as residing in the thing to be enjoyed [and not 
as merit in the person enjoying P]" He replies by the subsequent 
line. If the souls had no distinction, one from the other, in the 
form of different kinds of merit, they could not receive different 
degrees of enjoyment [as we see they do] from different bodies 
[higher or lower in the scale], even though these were affected by 
adrishta,—since these bodies are properly common to all souls. In 
other words, the varying enjoyment can only be produced by the 
different bodies and their organs as attracted, in each case, by the 
respective merit of the individual souls. 

X. “But” [the Mímánsaka will say,] * why not allow a certain im- 
perceptible property [?. e. the before-mentioned capacity] residing,in 
the objects to be enjoyed, which produces the enjoyment in each 
particular case, just as we accept a particular kind of capacity which 
abides in fire, &c., and produces their special effects, as burning, &e. ? 
Otherwise [¢. e., if the fire burns of itself and not by its capacity, | 
we should have to expect the effect of burning to be produced wher- 
ever there was contact between the fire and the hand, even though 
the latter wore the fire-extinguishing gem. Nor may you say that 
the absence of this gem should be considered as also a cause of 
burning,—because causation must always imply presence and exis- 
tence.* The true statement is that the gem produces the destruc- 
tion of the burning capacity, and hence its common name ‘the 
obstructor; and hence we maintain that the category of Cap 


acity 
must be accepted.” He replies, 


X. As existence, so too non-existence is held to be 


* See Jaimini Siitras i., Mitákshará iii, 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digitized by eGangotri 


11 


8 cause as well as an effect ; obstruction is the absence of 
means, and that which causes this is ‘an obstructor.? 


As we prove by constant accompaniment and separation that 
absence or non-existence (abhdva,) i. e. emergent non-existence,* may 
be an effect, similarly we can prove that it may be a cause,—since 
there is no reason to establish such a maxim as yours, that ‘ causa- 
tion must imply presence and existence.— The second line replies 
to the objection that an inanimate thing cannot be said to be an obstruc- 
tor. Obstruction (pratibandha) signifies “the absence of means,” 
2. ८. of causes to produce such and such an effect; and this in our 
present topic would be “the absence of the extinguishing gem’s 
absence,” ४. ८. the presence of the gem itself. Properly speaking 
the man who places the gem is the obstructor (pratibandhaka) ; but 
by the grammatical rule which allows the affix ka to be added 
pleonastically, we may accept pratibandhaka to be used for prati- 
bandha, the * obstructor’ for the ‘ obstruction.’ 

The modern Miminsalkas, however, maintain that “there is a 
needless complication in assuming such a cause as the absence of 
such a fire-extinguishing gem as is attended by the absence of all 
[excitants as the fire-exciting gem, charms, &c. ;|t it is more simple 
to assume an eternal capacity in fire, &c., and, when the gem is 
present, this capacity is deadened. (Nor may you say that ‘a 
capacity is first produced from the straw, &c. the causes of the fire, 


this capacity resides in the fire, and is destroyed by the extinguish- 
ing gem and resuscitated by the exciting gem; and any objection on 
the ground of the indeterminate nature of the cause of the capacity 
might be met by the assumption that its cause is only such a cause 
by virtue of itself possessing a capacity favourable for producing 
the former capacity.’ ‘This, we repeat, is unwarranted, because 
n ~ oO 


* Emergent non-existence is tho destruction of a thing previously existing. 
We prove that it is an effect becauso the destruction of a jar is only seen when 
it is preceded by some cazse as the blow of a hammer, &c. and wherever these 
are nob found, there the jar is not destroyed. ‘The Mímánsá holds that abháva, 
being really nothing, cannot bo a cause. But he proves that absence can be 
similarly shewn to be a cause,—where absence of the five-extinguisher is, there 
is burning, and where there is not this absence, there is no burning. 

T If the fire-extinguishing gem were present with the fire-exciting gem, its 
effect would be neutralised. Cf. Siddhánta Muktavali, p. 4. 

f Its cause being sometimes straw, &c. and sometimes the exciting gem. 


62 
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rather than assume such a multitude of successive capacities re- 
siding in the fire, it would be more simple to assume [with 
our opponents, the followers of the Nyáya,] that the one cause is 
the absence of such an extinguishing gem as is attended by the 
absence of a fire-exciting gem.) Therefore we maintain that in the 
case of burning we must assume, as the determining notion of causa- 
tion, the presence of an undeadened capacity." Thus hold the 
modern Mímánsakas; but we cannot agree with them, because we 
should then have to assume an endless number of different capacities, 
as that of the extinguishing gem to cause the deadening of the 
burning capacity, that of the exciting gem to destroy the deadening, 
&c. This is a brief summary of the discussion. 

XI. But the Mímánsakas reply, * In the Vaidic injunction * he 
sprinkles the rice, he shells the rice,’ do we not assume an operation or 
capacity [z. e. sanstáras] produced by the sprinkling, which abides in 
the rice and produces the future shelling, since what we understand by 
the expression is that only that rice which is sprinkled is capable of 
being shelled ? and it may be taken as a general rule that whenever 
anything is done through desire of an effect which will reside in some 
other thing, the former produces an operation which produces the 
result residing in the latter, as is the case with sacrifices. [Sacri- 
fices are done for the sake of happiness (as heaven, &c.) residing in 
the man; therefore the means thereto, the merit produced by the 
rite, must also reside in the man.] And again, unless we accept a 
continuant capacity, how can we account for rice, and rice only, 
being produced from sown rice, though the seed is dissolved in 
the ground into its component atoms? and similarly we must say 
that ploughing in the month Mágha (Jan.—Feb.) produces a 
capacity residing in the ground [which eventually produces a good 
harvest in Nov. and Dec.]" He answers, 

XI. We accept an influence produced in man by such 
acts as sprinkling the rice, &c.;* the qualities of the 
atoms, as form affected by contact with fire, &c., cause the 
distinction. 


* Some say that there are three ways of sprinkling—prols/ wi 
supine hand, abhyukshana with the inverted hand, and cate, Bs a Eo 
of the hand sideways, But other authorities give them differently. 
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By sprinkling, &e. there is produced in man an influence which 
we call * deserb,'—since it is simpler to assume one single influence 
residing in the soul directly producing the shelling which is indi- 
rectly produced by sprinkling, &c.,* than to assume a variety of 
capacities for each parcel of rice,—and since some power or attribute 
must be assumed to be produced by a veda-commanded act which 
tends to a future result, as there is no visible means for the result 
being brought about. From the phrase “ purified rice" we assume 
that the influence resides in the rice by a connectionf which is the 
same as the nature of the thing [while it resides in the man by the 
so-called intimate relation ;] and so too in the case of consecrated 
water, branches, &c. there is produced an influence or merit residing 
in the man favourable to producing such and such a result [as the 
consecration of the jar.] [Nor may you say that “if the merit pro- 
duced do not reside in the rice but in the man, then why is vrthtn 
in the objective case, as wherever there is this objective case we find 
the effect residing there, as in * he cooks rice, —here the effect produced 
by cooking, ४. e., softening, resides in the rice, &c."—as we reply that] 
your vaidic example stands on the same footing as such a common 
secular phrase as “ he sprinkles the fried barley flour,’—here there is no 
Vaidie injunction, yet we find an objective case used, the real meaning 
of which is this, viz. the possessing a result produced by the action of 
another (४. e. the man), which result is the conjunction of the water 
produced by that action, ४. e. the sprinkling. Besides your general 
maxim that ‘ whenever a thing is done through desire of an effect, &c.’ 
fails in such cases as the hawk-sacrifice, which is performed for the sake 
of the slaughter of an enemy [which slaughter of course resides in 
him,] while it produces a result [hell] which resides in the performer. 


* Tn other words adrish£a is the vyápára of the sprinkling, according to the 
principle taj-janyatwe sati taj-janya-janako hi vyápárah. p 

+ In Hindu philosophy there are three principal relations, —1. the samavdya 
or intimate relation, 7. e. that which exists between the whole and its paris, a 
substance and its qualities, or both P and their genus ; 2. the'samyoga or con- 
junction, as between a pot and the soil on which it stands ; and 3. swarúpa or 
the nature of the thing. This last may be generally said to take up all those 
relations which are not included in the two former, such as the relation between 
an object and the knowledge of it (vishayatd), that between abhava and the 
spot of ground from which the absent thing is absent, &c., and that between 
a distinguishing attribute (not a proper quality or action) and its subject, as 
ákás/atwa in íkás/a. Hence the swarüpa sambándha is sometimes called visha- 
yaiá-sambandha. The two former are something other than the things related ; 
the swarüpa sambandha- is really one or the other of them. 
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He now explains by the second line the determined production of 
barley, &c., from the several seeds as sown. The qualities of the 
atoms, such as form affected by contact with fire, &c.* produce the 
distinction, 7. e. the atoms as possessed of the qualities of form, mois- 
ture, &c. affected by contact with fire, tend to produce such and such 
effects [rice or barley, as it may be,—the desert of the individual acting 
as the concurrent eause.] In the case of healing [where the opponent 
might allege that the medicine produced an after effect by means of his 
supposed continuant capacity,] the drinking of the medicine produces 
an equilibrium between the three humours, and this is the means of 
the subsequently produced destruction of the disease. 

XII. “ But how then [except by the assumption of our special cate- 
gory ‘ Capacity,’ ] will you account for sensible touch, &c. in the case of 
air, &e. [which seem cold, &c. to the body,] where there is no form 
produced by contact with fire, [as there is in earth ?] or again how is 
the natural liquidity of water stopped in ice, &c. ? or how in images, &c. 
do such ceremonies become effectual as those for inviting the deity to 
take up his residence therein, &c. ? We hold therefore that we must 
admit such a thing as a capacity produced by the rite pratishthdt 
which can be destroyed by the touch of impure persons as the Chán- 
dala, &e., which capacity renders the image a fit object of worship.” 
He replies, 

XII. The perceptible form, &c. and their absence [in ice 
and air] arise from contact with special causes ; the deities 
are worshipped through their coming [into the image] or 
through the worshipper’s consciousness of having duly 
performed the rite. 

The ‘special causes’ are the various kinds of merit in the person 
[gratified by the cold air or ice.] "Phe deities become conciliated by 


* It is a peculiarity of tho element earth that its form, taste (or moisture,) 
smell and touch are changed by contact with fire. 


T Our author does not notice the objection of the plouglfing in Mágha. 
Another writer Pakshadharamitra in his Padártha Mala supplies the omission. 
According to him “Through the ploughing in Mágha the original soil is 
destroyed by the series of acts tending to the separation of tho atoms which des- 
iroys their original conjunction, and subsequently by the disintegration a new 
soil is produced, and through this is the ploughing in Mágha a cause of ihe 
excellent harvest afterwards.” 


$ The ceremony of consecrating an image of a deity. 
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the ceremony of consecration, and shew it by coming to take up their 
residence, i. e. by their appropriation of the image and transference 
of self-consciousness thereto ; but by the touch of an impure person 
such appropriation and self-consciousness are rendered void. Even on 
the Miminsaka view which disputes the intelligence of the deities, we 
can say that it is the idea [in the worshipper’s mind] that the 
worship has been performed in due manner, and that the image 
has been duly consecrated,—this idea being also necessarily accom- 
panied by the absence of the touch of any impure person,— 
-which constitutes the image's fitness as an object of worship, 
and the ceremony’s importance lies in its contributing to produce 
this idea. But in reality it is the absence of any impure contact 
as with a Chándála, &c. at the time of the pratishthé ceremony and 
also after the ceremony is over, which constitutes the fitness of the 
image as an object of worship; since the rule: “Jet him worship it 
when duly inaugurated by the ceremony pratishthé” implies that the 
ceremony must be already over. Such is a summary of the discussion. 

XIII. “ But ought we not to say that in the weighing ordeal, &c. 
8 power or capacity is produced in the scales by the ceremony of the 
ordeal, and by that a result is produced such as the rising or sinking 
of the defendant in the scales ?”* He replies, 

XIII. Only for the discovering of the concurrent of the 
cause of victory or defeat,—which cause abides as an 
attribute in the person examined,—are the rules of the 
ordeal instituted. 


Only to discover the concurrent, favourable to.the desired result 
(i. e. the rising or sinking in the scale),—the concurrent of the 
desert which is the proper cause of the victory or defeat in the 
ordeal,—are the rules of the ordeal instituted. “I who according 
to the rule of the ordeal now mount the scales am innocent or 
guilty,’—this consciousness in the man’s own mind is the concur- 
rent.—Or another interpretation is “only to discover the residing 
.of (i. e. to produce,) merit or demerit are the rules of the ordeal 
instituted," and thus in relation to innocence such as is conformable 


* Vor this kind of ordeal see Professor Stenzler's ey on ‘die Indischen 
Gottesurtheile’ in the Zeitschrift d. D. M. G. vol. ix. p. 669; 
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to his protestation merit is produced, and demerit in relation to his 
guiltiness.* The second mode is preferable, as in this way an objec- 
tion is obviated which would apply to the former, viz.,—" in the case 
of a man falsely accused of killing a Brahman, &e., as his not 
having done it is not meritorious, how could his consciousness of 
‘innocence be a concurrent cause P+ 
XIV. But here the Sánkhyas come in with their systom,—“ There 
-is Soul, the abode of intelligence, but not a cause of anything, and 
consequently unchangeable and eternal; and Nature which is one, 
‘unintelligent, subject to development and eternal; the first develop- 
ment from Nature is Intellect, the so-called ‘great’ first principlej,— 
in it are eight attributes, viz. knowledge, ignorance, might, weakness, 
freedom from passion, subjection to passion, merit and demerit, or the 
eight may be otherwise enumerated as knowledge, pleasure, pain, desire, 
aversion, effort, merit, and demerit,—as this school does not accept 
‘the Naiyáyik self-reproductive quality of imagination, bhávaná, since 
they hold that at the time of memory the perception itself does remain 
‘in a very subtil form. As without the assumption of soul we 
cannot account for the unintelligent product of Nature, Intellect, 
imagining itself to be intelligent, we conclude that the existence 
of soul is hence established,—identical with its essential attribute 
intelligence, since the subject and attribute are always undistin- 
guishable. From Nature arises the Great one, from the Great one 
Egoism, from Egoism the five subtil elements, form, flavour, smell, 
touch and sound, and the organs [of perception and action], the cye, 
skin, nose, tongue, ear, and mind, and the voice, hand, foot, anus and 
generative organ ; while from the subtil elements are produced the 
gross elements, earth, water, fire, air and ether. This has been thus 
described, [in the Sánkhya Káriká,] “Original Nature is not an 
evolute; the seven, intellect, &c. are evolvent and evolute; the set of 
sixteen are only evolute; while Soul is neither evolvent nor evolute.” 
The set of sixteen is made up by the five gross elements and the eleven 
organs of perception and action. [Should you ask why we assume 
xind as our eleventh organ, we reply,] «æ. if the eternal Soul were 


* By the former interpretation merit and knowledge act conjointly in pro- 
ducing ibo result, by the second merit alone. 

T This negativo knowledge could not be the sahakdri of a previous pwxye, 
as there is no punya in the absenco of an action. 
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17 
itself associated with the objects of inherent joy and pain, if would 
follow that there could be no liberation; b. if the connection with 
objects took place in dependence on Nature, it would equally follow 
that, since Nature is eternal, there could be no liberation; c. if the 
non-eternal objects, jars, &c., were associated with the essential 
intelligence, it would follow that there could be no such distinction 
as ‘seen’ and ‘ not seen,’ [as all the things now existing would neces- 
sarily be seen at one and the same moment ;] and d. if the association 
of objects and intelligence depended on the external organs only, 
we could not account for the perceptions through different organs 
not being simultaneous; and hence we must assume the existence 
of a distinct organ, mind, in connection with which the external 
organs produce the association of the object and intelligence. In 
dreams when a person thinks himself a tiger, &c. there is not present 
to him the consciousness that he is a man; hence we must also 
assume the existence of a faculty, egoism, whose function is the 
assuming the consciousness of various objects. Since we see inspira- 
tion and expiration ceaselessly going on, in waking, dreams, and 
sound sleep, we must assume the existence of a faculty which con- 
tinues acting throughout, viz. the principle of Intellect endued with 
the eight attributes before mentioned ; the object being brought into 
connection with Intellect’s development, viz. cognition, conceals the 
real nature of Soul, and hence it is that liberation arises when, from 
the destruction of the principle Intellect, there ceases to be any con- 
nection with objects ; while the idea‘ I, the intelligent, act’ arises. from 
the nonperception of the difference between the (witness) soul and the 
active intellect. This has been explained in the Bhagavad Git“ ac- 
tions are ever done by the qualities of nature, the soul blinded by egoism 
thinks ‘I am the doer?” And this Intellect consists of three por- 
tions, the reflection of the Soul, the reflection of the object, and 
the arising determination, as in the thought ‘ this must be done by 
me, —here ‘ by me’ shews the reflection of the intelligent Soul, which 
is not an actual intercourse, but only illusory in consequence of the 
nonperception of the distinction between the Soul and Intellect ; 
‘ this’ shews the reflection of the object; and the arising resolve 
‘must be done’ is dependent upon both these. The connection of 
the Soul, as reflected in Intellect, with the object, is what we 
call knowledge, and the connection of the Soul with this know- 
D 
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ledge is seen in the determination ‘T, the intelligent, act,’” [whereas 

in reality the intelligent cannot act and the acting faculty cannot 
think. | 

To meet this, he says, 

XIV. The attributes of the agent are the determiners 

[that knowledge and action reside in the same subject] ; 

and the intelligent is our only agent; otherwise, we 

should necessarily have no liberation or else no mundane 


succession of events. 


The attributes merit, demerit, desire and aversion must reside in the 
same subject with action, since experience of happiness and misery 
resides in the same subject with action [and these produce all such 
experience] ; and in the same way we hold that the intelligent soul is 
alone the agent, as is proved by the impression ‘I, the intelligent, act.’ 
The second line adds another refutation of the Sánkhya doctrine. If 
Intellect were eternal, then there could be no liberation, as the Soul 
would always remain associated with Intellect ; if it were noneternal, 
then it must be allowed to have been produced, as a noneternal thing 
cannot but have been produced; and in this case, previously to its 
production, as the attributes belonging to it would be also then non- 
existent, it would follow that their effects, the various bodies, organs, 
&e., assigned to individuals, would as yet be equally unproduced, and 
consequently there would be no mundane succession of events, [and 
therefore no bondage of soul, and consequently no need of liberation. ] 

XV. Here steps in the Chárváka, “ well, let desert be an attribute 
of anintelligent being; but this intelligent being is not eternaland 
all-pervading, but a certain kind of element modified in the form of the 
body, since such phrases as ‘I, the pale one, know’ prove that it has 
form [and form is a corporeal attribute.]" He answers, 


XV. One does not remember what another has seen ; 
the body remains not one and the same from decay ; there 
cannot be transference of impressions, and if you accept 
a non-moientary existence there is no other means. 

If intelligence belonged to the body, there could be no remembrance 
in youth of things experienced in childhood, just as Maitra cannot 
remember what Chaitra saw ; nor can you say that the body conti- 
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nues one and the same in childhood and youth, because of its 
“decay,” ४. e. destruction, since by a difference of size the thing 
itself becomes different, as the destruetion of the former size 
is brought about by the destruetion of the subject in which 16 
resided. Nor may you maintain that the second body, as the effect, 
may stillremember what had been experienced by its cause the 
previous body, because “ there cannot be transference of impressions,” 
otherwise we should have the child in the womb remembering the 
experiences of its mother. “But may there not be a transference 
of impressions from the material cause to the effect ?" [the subsequent 
body being made out of the previous one.] He replies “if you accept 
a non-momentary existence, there is no other means." In other words, 
if you do not accept the Bauddha doctrine that all things are in a 
continual flux,—one heap of atoms the next moment producing 
another heap,—but allow that things do last from moment to moment, 
then the parts, as the hands, &c., are the material cause of the body ; 
and, if so, then on your hypothesis, if a person's hand were cut off, 
the maimed body ought not to remember a former experience of 
that hand, as it would now no longer be a part (7. e. material cause) 
of the body. Norcan you say that “intelligence belongs to the 
atoms and therefore there is remembrance because these remain,” 
because, if so, remembrance ought to be imperceptible [while yet it is 
perceptible by the internal organ, mind,] just as the form of the 
atoms is imperceptible; and also there ought to be no remembrance 
of anything once experienced by the atoms of the hand, if there be 
no longer union with those atoms, the haud being severed from 
the body. 

XVI. * Well then, why not allow, with the Bauddhas, that all 
things are dissolved every successive moment, and that each previous 
heap of atoms, as a material cause, produces a succeeding heap as its. 
effect? in this way there is no difficulty to account for memory.” 
He replies, 

XVI. This could not be without difference of kind, 
and if this latter were true there could be no inference ; 
and without inference even your hypothesis could not 
stand ; nor could there be perception without ascertainment. 

By * difference of kind” he means the Bauddha notion of * efficient 

D 2 
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form,’* without which “ this," 2. e. the doctrine of a continual flux, 
could not be established; [and this notion cannot be proved] since, 
on the simple hypothesis of the seed &c. continuing on from moment 
to moment, you can easily account for the production or non-produc- 
tion of the effect respectively by the presence or absence of the 
concurrent causes, water, &c., and thence you can account for the 
production of the shoot by the nature of the seed [without assuming 
any ‘efficient form ;'] so that if the individual seed be allowed to 
continue on, how can there be any such momentary flux P—Again, even 
if you assume this peculiar kind of species, *eflicient form,’ to abide 
in the perceptible individual but to be itself beyond the cognizance 
of the senses, there could be no such thing as inference, as fire can 
only then be the cause of smoke, when its nature as fire acts as the 
efficient form of the first moment’s smoke; but even if you suppose 
that one special smoke (the first moment’s,) is produced by fire, 
you cannot thereby infer that fire is the cause of all smoke, because 
by your own hypothesis you must allow that this very smoke is the 
cause of its own special effect, the second moment’s smoke, [and this 
of the third, &c.;] and hence it would follow that all inference 
would be abolished, as it would be impossible to establish the univer- 
sal major premiss, which depends for its validity on an argument to 
preclude the possibility of an instance where the middle term is 
found disjoined from the major, which argument must be always 
based on the relation of cause and effect [as existing between the 
major and middle. f] And without inference it is impossible to 
establish your own hypothesis of a momentary flux, since it can only 
be cognized by means of inference. Nor can you say that “ perception 
itself is the evidence of flux," because, according to your doctrine, 
the only perception which can really have authority is the inde- 
terminate} (nirvikalpaka) since that alone is produced by the object ; 


* As tho Naiyayikas hold that the species jar (ghafatwa) resides in all jars, so tho 
Bauddhas hold that a q uasi-jati, called kwrvadripatwa, resides in each thing when 
that thing is actively employed in producing its effect, as a jar in holding water, 
or rice in producing a plant. When there is no effect being produced this 
hurvadripatwa is absent. But for their assumption of this occasionally present 
principle, every thing would always produce its effect. 

t Cf. S. Muktáy. p. 122. There is an interesting attempt in the Sarva Dax's, 
Sangraha, pp: 7, 8, to establish the authority of the universal proposition from 
the relation of cause and effect or of genus and species, 

a The ite hold that on the contact of the organ of sense with an object, as 
+ 9. & jar, there arises the idea ofa Jar and also the idea of the nature, i. c. 
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yet—since even this is only inferred from the subsequent determinate 
pereeption,—in the case of an object which only lasts one moment, 
there can be no such determinate perception, and consequently, with 
the failure of this, fails likewise the indeterminate. Again, the 
so-called species of efficient form in the case of seed-produced plants 
is not a true species, as it is obnoxious to the charge of * confusion,’ 
since, @., it will be found present in barley without the species 
rice,—b., if will not be found in rice stored in a granary [and 
therefore lying idle and not producing its effect] while the species 
rice is found present there,—and, c., both species (* efficient form? and 
‘rice’] are found simultaneously conjoined in sown rice when it is 
actually producing its shoot.—Hence we Naiyáyikas (to avoid this 
fault of confusion, assume that there are many subdivisions of the 
species ‘jar’ (and not merely one undivided) —these subdivisions being 
severally pervaded by [i. e. included under] ‘ silver’ &c. [as silver jars, 
earthen jars, &c.] And [if you ask why we call them all by the common 
name jar, we reply that] the general appellation jar arises from our 
viewing them as all possessed of one common attribute, viz. the being 
composed of parts which [however different in material] possess a 
particular kind of arrangement (called kambugriva in the case of jars]. 

XVII. “ Well, then, let us consider the flux hypothesis as still 
undetermined, [४. e. it is at any rate not shewn to be impossible ;] for as 
for any argument against it on the plea of recognition (6४. e. this is 
the jar I saw yesterday,) we overthrow it by maintaining that there 
is a doubt as to its being the same jar." He replies, 

XVII. There can be no doubt as to things continuing, 
nor as to perception, nor can there be as to authority of 
proof from the self-contradiction,—as the same proof which 
establishes the oneness of the object during the moment 
may establish it during a longer time. 


There can be no doubt as to the continuance of objects as we can 
perceive it by recognition ; nor can there be doubt as to our recogni- 
tion, as we can ascertain its correctness by our being conscious of 
dos of jar (both being equally objects of perception,) but the two ideas are 
distinct, —this is nirvikalpaka. Subsequently the mind combines them into one 
idea, ‘a jar possessing the species or nature of jar, and this is savikalpaka. We 


are however not conscious of the first step,—it is only recognised as necessary 
from an analysis of the subsequent compound idea. 
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possessing this knowledge. Nor can there be doubt as to the authori- 
ty of all evidence “from the self-contradiction” which it involves, 
since if you doubt of the authority of your own consciousness of doubt 


the very existence of your doubt is itself unproved; and again, if 


you cannot establish any thing as authoritative, you cannot have 
any doubt even as to authority, because you will not have established 
your point to doubt upon [and your doubt will have no foundation] 
* Well, bu& may we not doubt [not of all authority but] of the 
authority of your so-called recognition, since we can see cases of 
erroneous recognition, as when we say of a man whose hair has 
grown again after ib was cut, ‘this is the same hair as before,’ 
&c.?" To meet this he gives the second line. The same proof, 
viz. the absence of opposite qualities, by which we know in the 
ease of the jar which exists only one moment, that during that 
moment itis the same and nota different jar,—may teach us in 
the case of the jar which is supposed to continue on from moment to 
moment, that it too is the same jar and nota different one. Since 
just as one cognition may be connected with many different objects 
[as e.g. a table with the things on it,] so too one object, as a jar, may, 
without inconsistency, be connected with many different moments, 


the connection with those moments being necessarily successive,* 
because it depends on the succession of the moments, its causes. 
XVIII. “ Well then let it be considered as proved that there is a 
cause of another world (7. e. adrishta ;) but here the doubt may arise, 6, 
is causality essential or communicated by some thing else,—if the first, 
then it ought to act indifferently towards all things, just as blue 
is blue to all; if the second, then if we allow the“ communicating 
something’ to have essential causation, ४८ too will be liable to the 
aforementioned objection ; and if, on the other hand, its causation is 
communicated, we shall have a regressus in infinitum, as we shall 
require an infinite series of such communicating somethings ? 0, 
And again if causation be essential, effects ought to be produced 


from the very first moment of the existence of the cause.” He 
replies, 


XVIII. Without’ first determining the power of the 
NAI ¢. there must bo this difference betweon the iwo conneciions alluded 
to,—one is contemporary, the other successive, 
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cause, even blue &c. are not actual existences; it becomes 
capable when associated with something else, why then 
should it not be allowed to be universal ? 


The ‘power of the cause’ is the cause’s nature as a cause, 2. e. 
causality [2. e. its being such a thing as a cause;] until we have 
ascertained this, the ‘blue’ of your illustration has no authority 
[because, if it has no cause, it must be merely an error;] and so 
your argument would fall to the ground, viz. “all that is real is 
universal in its action, as blue, &e. and therefore if causality be not 
universal in its action, it is not real,” since your major premiss will 
not be universally true if you admit that there is a cause for your 
quoted * blue,’ as indeed there must be, since it is non-eternal,*—there 
being no proof of the existence of an eternal blue.— The second line 
overthrows the second paragraph (b.) “It? the cause, when “ asso- 
ciated with something else" ४. e. with the concurrent,t “ becomes 
capable" of producing the effect; hence if does not result that its 
causality must shew itself in action from the very first moment of the 
cause's existence. The latter words express that the author has no 
objection to admit universality of action, if properly understood, “ why 
then should it not be universal ?” Even the universality of action which 
you ascribe to blue, &c., only means really that all men speak of and 
treat them as blue, &c.; and this kind of universality is equally found 
in the cause when associated with its concurrents [as fire &e. with 
fuel, or the seed with water, air, &c.] since it is an established fact, 
that we all do apply the term ‘causality’ to such cases, and treat 
them as such. 

XIX. “But if we evenaccept your opinion that desert may reside in 
the soul, must we not still say that it is not produced by the soul as a 
material eause,f since in the case of an eternal and all-pervading 
substance [like soul] there can be no negative instance either in point 
of space or of time, and causality can only be proved by an induction 
from affirmative instances together with negative, a cause being 
defined as that the absence of which necessitates the absence of 

* Tf a non-eternal thing is real, ii must have a cause, and therefore your 
very illustration proves the fact of non-universal causation. 
+ Our * condition.’ 


t The Nyáya holds that knowledge, desert, &c. reside in the soul as its qualities, 
and the subject is the material cause of its qualities, 
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something else [sci]. the effect]. But since in this way desert will 
have no material [intimate] cause, of course it can have no non- 
intimate and instrumental causes, since they are allowed to be causes 
only as acting in close proximity to the other ;* and hence it will 
follow that desert will be eternal [as it is uncaused,] and therefore, 
being eternal, it cannot be conceived as producing enjoyment, limited 
to particular souls at particular places and times.” He replies, 
XIX. Surely precedence is causality, since it is proved 
by any argument ; likewise for the eternal all-pervading ; 
otherwise there could not be the idea of the subject. 

Causality does not always imply the existence of negative instances, 
but its true definition is “ necessary precedence without superfluous 
determination.”+ ‘The negative instance is not the only means of 
proving causality, since it may be equally proved by the evidence 
which establishes its subject ;{ hence the causality of the eternal and 
all-pervading soul ^ may be proved by any argument." “ Otherwise 
there could not be the idea of the subject,” [as the proof of the soul’s 
existence is that we require a subject for pleasure, pain, &c.] and 
hence the subject’s (४. ८. the soul’s,) being a cause is established 
by the same argument which establishes the subject’s existence. 
From seeing that the component halves are always found where jars are 
and jars never found where these are not, we learn that substance as 
substance is a material cause to the effect connected with it by 
intimate relation ; and hence, by rejecting earth, &c., we can establish 
by exhaustion that for the qualities knowledge, desire, &c, there must 
be a material cause other than earth and the rest, ८. ८. soul. 

But in reality thereis one kind of argument from negative 
instanees$ which does establish material causation as follows, “ that 
which is not a half, has no jar connected with it by intimate relation ; 
and similarly, that which 15 not soul has 1100 knowledge, &c. thus 


* Siddhánta Mukiávali, p. 12. 

+ For the five kinds of Superfluous determination of causation seo S. Muktá- 
vali, pp. 13—16. The anyathdsiddha kdrana is that pseudo-cause whose absence 
does not directly necessitate the absence of the effect. 

f We have a good instance of this kind of argument in the Sánkhya argument 
for the assumption of the internal organ mind in p. 17. Mind is assumed in order 
to account for the fact that two cognitions are not simultancous,—the samo 
proof will of conrse equally establish that mind is a cause of cognition. 

§ This is called the aujonydbhdva vyatireka in contradistinction to the 
atyantdbhdea vyatireka—the latter is in the form—** where there is no half, 
there is no jar." र 
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connected with it.’ So too we may argue in the case of time [although 
time is eternal and all-pervading] ‘that which is not time cannot 
have a jar connected with it in that particular relation [called 
temporal 7] and in this way the argument from negative instances 
may be applied to prove that time is a condition as the temporal 
site in which the jar is made. 

Thus there is no contradiction between our conclusions and the 
declaration of S’ruti which affirms that * the world is delusive,’ since 
the terms Delusion, Nature, Ignorance, &c. really mean only ‘desert.’ 
And hence the existence of God is established as the superintendent 
of desert in producing its effects [by §. iv.] 

XX. He thus sums up the substance of the chapter, 


XX. May He whose unparalleled concurrent energy 
this is,—called Maya from its being so hard to unravel, 
or Nature from its being the first principle, or Ignorance 
from its horror of right knowledge ; 

May He that deity by whom is lulled the turmoil of the 
waves of mundane existence,—immediately, himself being 
the witness, the passionless, create in my mind devotion 
towards himself. 


* This? the concurrent cause in the form of desert,—it is unparalleled 
since all effects depend upon it,—the word J/áyá is used to mean 
‘desert? by metonymy, [as it primarily means Delusion,] *xesem- 
blance’ being the cause of the extension of meaning,* as each is alike 
hard to be unravelled. 


* Cf. Sahitya Darpana, ii. 8. 18. 
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Note on the term * Avachhedakw (p. 7.) 


The term Avachhedaka has at least three meanings, as distinguish- 
ing, particularising and determining. pt 

a. Inthe phrase ‘a blue lotus’ ‘blue’ is the distinguishing ava- 
chhedaka (i. e. vis'eshana,) of the lotus,—it distinguishes it from 
others of different colours. 

b. In the sentence ‘the bird sits on the tree, on the branch, 
इचे शखायां पक्षी, s'ákháyám particularises the exact spot, —this is the 
ekades' ávachhedaka. 

c. But the third is the usual Naiyáyika use of the word, 7. e. 

as determining, niyámaka. Wherever we find a relation which is not 
itself included in any one of the seven categories but is common to 
several, we require something to determine its different varieties ; thus 
if we say that fire is the cause of smoke, or, vice verst, smoke the 
effect of fire, we do not mean only this particular case but any fire 
or smoke; we therefore require, to determine this particular relation 
of causality, something which shall be always found present with it. 
This in ‘fire is the cause of smoke’ will be vahnitwa, the species or 
rd 7८ fv wa of all fires. This will always be found present wherever 
the causation of smoke is found, and it is therefore called the dhúma- 
kéranatavachhedaka, as dhúmatwa would be the vahnikdryatdvachheda- 
ka. lf we have several causes or effects (as e. g. green wood in the case 
of smoke,) each kéranaté or káryatá will require its own avachhedaka. 
But we could not say that ‘substance’ is the avachhedaka of * quality’ 
although it does always accompany it,—because quality is a category 
by itself and not common to several. An avachhedaka is always 
required for such relations as dranaté, káryaťá, s'akyatá, jneyatá, 
pratiyogita, Sc. Thus gotwa is the avachhedaka of the go-s'abda- 
s'akyatá, as otherwise the word go might be restricted to mean only 
this particular cow or extended to include every animal; and in 
बझ्यभावस्य प्रतिथागो «Be: we have vahnitwa as the avachhedaka of the 
pratiyogitd. This determining notion need not be always a species ; 
thus in कायस्य जनकः चेष्टावान्‌ cheshtá is the avachhedaka of karanatd, 
and cheshtd is included in the category of ‘action.’ है 
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SECOND CLUSTER. 


I. The Second objection was that there is no proof of God, since 
the means of attaining paradise can be practised independently of 
any such being. That is to say, “sacrifices which are the instruments 
of obtaining paradise can be performed even without a God, since 
it is proved by the Veda that sacrifices are a means of obtaining 
heaven, and the Veda possesses authority from its eternity and 
freedom from defects, and we can also gather its authority from its 
having been accepted by great saints [as Manu and others;] and 
therefore you cannot establish the existence of God, on the ground 
that he is the author of the Veda; or we may suppose that the Veda 
Was made by Sages like Kapila and others, who gained omniscience 
by their preeminence in concentrated devotion.” —He replies, 


I. Since right knowledge requires an external source, 
since creation and destruction take place, and since none 
other than He can be relied on,—there is no other wa 

3 
open. 

The right knowledge caused by testimony is one which is produced 
by a quality in the speaker, viz. his knowledge of the exact meaning 
of the words used ; hence the existence of God is proved, as he 
must be the subject of such a quality in the case of the Veda. “ But 
may we not allow that such a quality as the knowledge of the exact 
meaning of the words used is required in the case of an effect which 
implies an agent ; but in the case of the uncreated Veda it is its 
freedom from defects which produees its authoritativeness, and we 
can know its authoritativeness from its having been accepted by great 

+ All right knowledge, pramd, is produced by some virtue in the means used, 
as all wrong knowledge by some defect. Thus in sense-perception the virtue 
required is the àpern of the eye &c.; in inference itis the knowledge of a real 
vyápti; and in testimony the right knowledge must be produced by a speaker 
who knows the true meaning of tho words used. ‘The speaker's claim to this 
knowledge is vitiated by conscious deception as well as by unconscious ignoranco ; 
as in the former case the speaker's right knowledge is in abeyance, and itis his 
assumed erroneous cognition (dhárya-jnána) which is the immediate cause of the 


words used. (Cf. Plato, Rep. p. 382 ) 
» 2 
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saints?" He replies * because creation and destruction take place." 
After a mundane destruction, when the former Veda is destroyed, 
how ean the subsequent Veda possess authority, since there will then 
be no possibility of its having been accepted by great saints? And 
again the non-eternity of sound is proved by the universal conviction 
‘the letter g is produced,’ and an eternity in the form of an unbroken 
succession is stopped by the possibility of mundane destruction. 
* Well, then, let us say that at the beginning of a creation Kapila and 
others were its authors, who had acquired omniscience by the power 
of merit gained by the practice of concentrated devotion in the former 
zon.” He replies “ none other than He can be relied on.” If you mean 
by omniscient beings, those endued with the various superhuman 
faculties of assuming infinitesimal size &c. and capable of creating 
every thing, then we reply that the law of parsimony bids us assume 
only one such, namely Him the adorable Lord. There can be no 
confidence in a non-eternal and non-omniscient being, and hence it 
follows that according to the system which rejects God, the tradition 
of the Veda is simultaneously overthrown,—. there is no other way 
open.’ 

II. * But may we not reply that your assumption of a mundane 
creation and destruction is unwarranted, since there is no evidence for 
it, and there are also several arguments against it. Thus a. there is a 
law that day and night are, from their very nature, uninterruptedly 
preceded by day and night; 5. the nature of time in itself is always 
accompanied by the perception of the fruit of former works, for time 
brings to effect the various pre-existing deserts [ripening them as seeds 
sown ;] and you cannot prove that desert can suddenly be stopped in 
its action; c. a Brahman must be born from a Brahman, but since at 
the beginning of a creation no one could be a Brahman [for want of 
previous merit] you could not establish the necessary succession of 
caste in the succeeding generations; d. as there could then be no 
teacher or learner, there could have been no acceptance of the con- 
ventions of language, and hence you could not establish the tradition 
of words; and 8. at the beginning of a creation there could be no 
dexterity in the different necessary arts of life as making jars, 
&e., since this requires previous instruction from another, and thus 


the chain of the tradition of all the arts of life would be cut short.” 
He replies, ë 
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II. Asin the days of the rainy season &c., time as 
determining mundane existence is the condition; there is 
cessation of action as in deep sleep ; the castes originated 
as herbs and scorpions; the conventions of words, &c., 
are like jugglery. 

a. If you would prove that the days of the rainy season have been 
uninterruptedly preceded by similar rainy days, you must first have 
the condition that they have been preceded by a certain period of the 
sun’s course defined by his entrance into certain signs of the Zodiac, 
[as Taurus and Gemini,]—and so here if you would prove that day 
and night must have been uninterruptedly preceded by day and night, 
you must have as the condition an uninterrupted series of previous 
mundane works ; or in other words, the limiting condition is the nature 
of time as determining this mundane existence [and you cannot argue 
from the mere nature of time in itself.] b. As in time of deep sleep* 
there is a cessation of the desert which produces the fruit enjoyed by 
certain individuals, so at special times there may be a cessation of all 
desert for all souls, hence he says, “ there is cessation of action as in 
deep sleep." c. A certain herb can be produced by the seed of that 
particular herb and also by the manure of rice-dust ;f or again a 
scorpion can be produced from cow dung as well as from a scorpion ; and 
so at special times by a special desert (or fate) acting alone a Brahman 
can be produced,f while at the present time a Brahman can only be 
produced from a Brahman parent ;—there will be no contradiction 
as (by I. vi.) we allow that difference of species [though not of genus] 
does reside in different effects. d. Just as a juggler having made a 
puppet pulled by strings, bids it bring a jar and the jar is brought, 
and thus instructs a child, so likewise God, having assumed two bodies 
in the mutual connection of master and disciple, and thus initiated 


* The Vedántins and Sánkhyas hold that in deep sleep there is pleasure, but 
the Naiyayikas deny it, as without jnána there can be no sukha. 

+ The water in which rice has been washed is considered an excellent manure 
from the fertilising nature of tho rice-dust. Besides tho tusha or husk, there is a 
red covering easily pulverised adhering to the rice-berries, called in Sanskrit 


कण in Bengali So and in Hindustani „$, This is alluded to in the Atharva 
Veda, xi. 3, 5. 4A कणा गावस्तण्ड्ला मशकास्तषाः 5 


f A similar notion of spontaneous production (9453) after a mundane renova- 
tion is found in the Akhláki Jalili, Introd. £ 
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the tradition of words, taught their meanings to the men then newly 
created. e. In the same manner having himself originated the 


tradition of making jars &e., and the other useful arts, he instructed 
them therein. 
III. The opponent’s attempt to preclude any discussion being 
overthrown, he adds some confirmatory reasons. 
HI. The gradual failure of the tradition of the Veda, 
&c. may be inferred from the observed failure of genera- 
tion, ceremonial purification, learning, &c. and the power 
of study and of performing ceremonial works. 


The argument runs thus,—The tradition of the Veda, &c. is inferred 
to be subject to entire interruption from its gradually failing, just like 
a lamp, as it burns on. The rest of the couplet is added to establish the 
fact of the reason given. a. ‘Failure of generation ;' originally creatures 
were produced from the mind,* then by sexual intercourse solely for the 
sake of issue, but now entirely through desire of sensual gratification, 
b. ‘Failure of ceremonial purification ; originally the very food of the 
parents} was ceremonially purified, [in the putreshti yága,] then after- 
wards the child in the womb, then the child after birth, and now 
hardly at all any how. c. ‘ Failure of learning ;? originally they studied 
the whole Veda with its thousand S'ákhás and eventually one S'ákhá 
only, thus it has gradually decayed. By the &c. we may understand 
‘livelihood,’ ‘duty,’ &e. d. ‘Failure of livelihood ;' originally they 
lived on gleanings, then on unsolicited alms, then on agriculture, 
&c., and lastly they supported themselves on the wages of ser- 
vitude. e. ‘Failure of duty,’ originally duty had four legs, as- 
ceticism, knowledge, sacrifice and charity; in each subsequent age, 
as the Tretá &c., it lost one leg, until inthe Kali it totters on a 
single leg, charity 00 again [taking dharma in the sense of ob- 
serving the prescribed duties of caste, &c.,] once they ate the leavings 
of the sacrifice, then next the leavings of a guest, then food prepared 
by themselves, and lastly they ate even with menial servants. J. Then 
we may notice the failure of power to study one’s daily portion of the 
Veda and to perform works as sacrifices &c.; from the failure of the 
power of study as the cause results failure of the power of learning as 


* As Brahmd’s mind-begotten sons. Sco also Indische Stud. ii. p. 97, 
T Cf. Ramayana, i. 15. 
t Cf. Mann, i. 81, 82, 86. 
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the effect, hence in the S’loka we have the * power of study’ mentioned 
separately from ‘learning.’ And in this way with the destruction 
of the universe are all included living beings destroyed. Thus do we 
establish the fact of these universal destructions.— The Veda is 
authoritative as having been received by great saints who displayed a 
zealous earnestness in the practice of sacrifices, &c.—which earnestness 
was untainted by such vicious causes as a wish to deceive, association 
with heretics, acting for some secret motive, addiction to eristic dispu- 
tation, living as one pleases,* heedlessness of the distinction between 
lawful and unlawful food and drinks, &c.T 
IV. He sums up the substance of the chapter. 

IV. Him who in sport having repeatedly made this 
strangely wonderful world by his illusive power, again 
causes it to collapse, and having destroyed it again re- 
makes it as a magic show,—that Deity, S'iva, the might 
of whose will bursts forth unhindered into accomplishment, 
—him I salute, the sole ground of confidence, and may I 
continue to pay him homage even unto the end. 

* As by unlawful trades. 
+ Other Pandits divide the original differently and explain it to mean “ addic- 


tion to cristic disputations, desire of a livelihood, or reckless (adwaita) lust of 
food and drink,” 
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I. The third objection was that there were positive arguments 
to prove God's non-existence. “Just as we infer a jar's absence in a 
given space of ground, [i. e. its non-existence there, ] so we infer God's 
non-existence from His not being perceived. If you reply that ‘ the 
Supreme Being is not a legitimate object of perception, and, therefore, 
since we cannot here have a valid non-perception, we cannot assume 
His non-existence,—we retort that in the same way we might prove 
that a hare’s horn may exist since we have only to maintain that it is 
not a legitimate object of our perception.” He answers, 

I. In an illegitimate object [of perception] how can 
there be a valid non-perception ?* and still more, how can 
you establish your contradiction? How can the hare’s 
horn be precluded as absurd if it be an illegitimate object ? 
and how can you have an inference without a subject to 
base it on ? 


In the case of the Supreme Being who is not a legitimate object, 
how can there be a valid non-perception ? It is only this which 
precludes a thing’s existence; but the absence of perception which 
obtains in the case of God cannot exert this precluding influence, 
as otherwise we should equally be forced to deny the existence of 
ether, merit, demerit, &c. But a horn must be a legitimate object of 
perception,—how then can your retort contradict our argument? If 
you say that a hare’s horn is an illegitimate object of perception, then 
of course its existence is not necessarily precluded,—there is only an 
absence of proof to establish it ; but this cannot be retorted against ws 
as the fifth Cluster will fully shew that there are positive arguments to 
establish God's existence.t “But may we not infer God's non- 


* A valid non-perception is when an object is not seen and yet all the usual 
concurrent causes of vision are present, such as the eye, light, &c. 

+ We infer that there is no jar when we do not see One, because had there 
been one, we should have seen it, but in the case of the Supreme Being, ghosts. 
<0. as they are acknowledged to be imperceptible, we could only at most say that 
their existence is “not proven ; and this is here not admissible in the face of the 
positive argument of the fifth chapter, 
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existence from the absence, in His case, of a body which always 
accompanies an agent, and also of any assignable motive for action ?” 
He replies,—how can you have an inference where the minor term 
is itself controverted ? while on the other hand the very proof which 
will establish the existence of the subject (God), is itself sufficient 
to debar your subsequent inference [that there is no God]. 

II. “ Well, then, let us say that God is introduced through an 
error, and that the subsequent argument is to prove either the non- 
existence of any agency in this wrongly assumed subject or the 
subject’s non-existence.” He replies, 

II. The very possession of the absence of some rejected 
attribute proves the subject’s reality, since 16 makes it a 
locus. The state of a counterentity [to non-existence] 
4. e. the absence of the absence, must belong to a some- 
thing. 


“Tt makes it a locus”—z. e. it gives to the absence a * local habi- 
tation’ in the subject, and therefore an unreal thing can never properly 
be a subject. [If you shift your ground and say that the argument 
is to prove God’s non-existence, we reply that] the state of a counter- 
entity to non-existence, १. e. the absence of the absence, cannot belong 
to a no-thing, or, in other words, just as that subject from which a 
given attribute is excluded cannot be unreal, so neither can an unreal 
thing be the object of a negation. 

III. “But why may we not learn the absence (or non-existence) 
of a thing by its non-perception, even though the thing itself be an 
illegitimate object of perception ?” He replies, 

III. In the case of a hare’s horn, &c. the validity of 
their perception would imply defective means thereof ; but 
if these be present, perception would ensue, and if there 
be no perception, there can be no such means.. 


Non-perception can prove the non-existence of a thing only where 
it is the so-called ‘ valid non-perception ; otherwise we should have 
to concede the non-existence of all such things as are beyond the reach 
of the senses.—‘ Valid non-perception means the presence of all the 
various means of perception, other than the thing itself [which is 
supposed to be absent] or the attributes [as form &c.] inseparably 

n 
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connected with it. Hence if we allowed that in the case of the [non- 
existent] hare's horn there was valid non-perception, this non-percep- 
tion must be accompanied by a set of means connected with certain 
defects* [like a jaundiced eye &c.; as this és ‘the presence of the 
various means of perception other than the thing itself or its insepar- 
able attributes] But this is unallowable, as in such cases a percep- 
tion [however erroneous, as of a really white shell appearing yellow, ] 
would ensue; and if perception does not ensue, it proves that it is 
not a case of valid non-perception. 

IV. Here the atheistic Sánkhya will interpose, “why not say 
that the soul is in some respects ignorant, and that the earth, &c., 
do not prove creative power to reside therein from the very fact of 
its having the nature of soul ?" He replies, 

IV. If you mean the well-known soul, our point is 
gained, if the unknown, your reason is unproved; the 
general consent brings the same result, and in the case of 
the class it equally holds. 


If you mean by soul the well-known mundane individual soul, we 
are quite willing to grant what you say ; but if you mean the unknown, 
2. e. the Lord, your reason is unproved [as we may dispute that ‘the 
nature of soul resides in God]. If youreply that all allow that the 
subject (soul) has the nature of soul, then, according as you decide the 
alternative—is this ‘soul’ of yours similar to our jérátmá or different, 
—we shall accept your argument as proving our own point, or moet 
you by denying your proposed reason [or middle term]. The last clause 
of the verse meets the reply “let the species, soul, be our subject,”— 
because in this case too “it equally holds.” We agree with you so 
far as that it is not the species that is the maker of the world [but 
an individual Supreme Soul;] still as the ‘nature, of soul’ [4. e. the 
idea or species] does not abide in the species itself [but in the 
individuals] we still deny your middle. 


* To understand this, we must remember that the means of perception are 
twofold,—those connected with the object, 4. e producing right impressions. 
and those connected with a defect in the senses (as jaundice &e.) i. e. Producing 
wrong impressions. The non-existent hare's horn cannot bo a case of the former. 
as it is invisible ; nor can it boa caso of the latter as this would necessitate SR 
perception, however erroneous.—I have followed the Pandits in iakine yogydniu- 
palabdhi as a karmadháraya-samása, but it would make this passage easier, if 
we could take it here 88 8 shash{i-tatpurusha, i, e. as equal to yogyasydnupalabdhi. 
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V. “But why not say [with the Vedántin] that the absence of 
creative agency is to be proved of that soul which is established by 
the STuti, &c. ?" He replies, 

V. If the Sruti, &c. have authority, your negative 
argument is precluded; if they are fallacious, our old 
“baseless inference? [of §. i.] is stronger than ever. 

If you admit that the S/ruti, &c. have authority, then, as the exis- 
tence of God's creative agency &c. is thereby established, your argument 
to prove their non-existence is already precluded. On the other 
hand, if they have no authority, our old difficulty of a ‘baseless 
inference’ returns in full force [as the minor term, soul, in which the 
middle ‘ the nature of soul’ was to reside, is itself unproved]. 

VI. Here the Chárvákas step in, “why talk of such a thing as 
‘valid non-perception ?' [§. iii.] let us lay it down as a rule that 
whatever is not perceived, does not exist, and hence let the mere 
absence of perception be a sufficient proof of a thing's non-existence. 
As for this rule of ours overthrowing allinference, we are perfectly 
content to have it so, and we grant at once that, on the perception 
of smoke, to conclude that fire accompanies it is mere supposition.” 
He replies, 

VI. There is no doubt in seeing or not seeing, since 
the existence or non-existence of the thing is ascertained ; 
even perception becomes impossible, if its cause is pre- 
cluded by its not being seen. 

a. [We reply that‘ supposition’ will not explain men’s inferring fire 
from smoke, for] Supposition is “ doubt ;” but this does not exist in the 
case of seeing, as the thing seen is then ascertained ; nor does it exist 
in the case of not sceing, as the absence of the thing is then, in your 
opinion, concluded. ७. If the eye &e., the causes of perception, are 
precluded as causes by the fact that they are not themselves objects of 
perception, there will not be even such a cause of knowledge as your 
perception; but if you grant that these exist even at the very time 
when they are not perceived, your argument proves too much, and 
therefore the mere fact of a thing’s not being seen does not necessitate 
its non-existence. ८. And again a Charvaka, when he leaves his house 
ought to bewail as being well assured that his wife and children have 
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ceased to exist; and even on his return he ought not to find his family 
there, otherwise the mere fact of ‘not secing,’ as it proves too much, 
would be no longer a valid reason, [and he should hold like a true 
philosopher ‘amica uxor, magis tamen amica veritas’ ]. 

VII. “But if non-perception be not a proof of non-existence, then 
would it not follow that a universal proposition can never be deter- 
mined, as there will always be the fear of some condition at present 
unseen, and hence an ever recurring fear of some instance of smoke 
unattended by fire? and if so, what becomes of inference?” He 
replies, 

VII. Ifthere be doubt, there is inference ; still more 
if there be no doubt. Discussion is allowed by all to stop 
fears, since fear is limited by direct inconsistency. 

If, after being assured that in the present instances before us [7. e. 
this smoke and fire,] there is no false assumption of connection, you 
go on to fear that there may be such in similar instances in another 
time and place, this very supposition of another time and place comes 
from inference; hence inference is proved. If there is no such fear, 
then, in the absence of any fear of the contrary, inference is all the 
more established. If you ask “ what is to stop this fear ?” it is replied 
that this fear is precluded by a discussion to stop any opposite 
instances. “But have we not here the fault of an ‘in infinitum 
regressus,’ since this discussion is itself based on an universal propo- 
sition [?. e. the major premiss in which the middle term is declared to 
be invariably connected with the major ?]” he replies * fear is limited by 
direct inconsistency ;' there cannot be any doubt regarding the major 
premiss on which the discussion is based, when this doubt would 
contradict some acknowledged principle. ‘Thus supposing that a doubt 
should arise as to whether the effect night not be produced without 
any assumed cause,—it would of course follow, if this doubt were 
legitimate, that we should not seek food to satisfy hunger or employ 
words to produce an impression on the hearer’s mind, [as these and 
other similar effects could arise without their causes being employed ;] 
and therefore a limiting condition which is only suggested by an 
unsupported doubt, is of no validity where there is no discussion to 
back it. This has been thus expressed by a logician, “so long as 
there is reason to fear even the hundredth particle of a connection 
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between the middle term and some opposite instance [४. e. one which, 
though it contains the middle, does not contain the major term, 
as the redhot iron ball in the argument ‘the mountain has smoke 
because it has fire] how can the middle term have any power to 
convince ?" Now the fear of a too general assumption of connection 
depends on the fear of there being some limiting condition to be 
supplied ; as has been said, “some reasons [2. ८. middle terms which 
are too general, as * fire’ to prove the existence of smoke, ] are dependent 
on universal connections supplied by others [as that between smoke 
and ‘fire produced by wet fuel;'] these too general reasons, even 
when seen to be present, do not establish the conviction of the major 
term.” Thus the universal connection with the major term, which 
exists in a middle term that is limited by a *condition,'* is cognized 
as included in the former middle term [as fire] distinguished by 
the determining notion necessary to define its relation as a middle 
term [se. the species fire,f] hence it may be said to transfer its own 
attribute of universal connection with the major term to the old 
middle term which is, as it were, in juxta-position with it and abides 
in the same subjects; and therefore the word upédhi, here used for 
‘the condition, is used by us in the same sense as when it signifies 
[with the Vedántins] the China rose which transfers its own redness 
to the colourless crystal. These too general middle terms, even when 
they are actually perceived to exist in the subject, do not produce 
certainty as to the existence of the major term, since the too general 
attribute [the possession of fire] creates a doubt as to the desired 
major [smoke. | 

VIII. [Thus far for Inference; the opponent, however, may 
still retort,] * Bub may we not say that Comparison (Upamána) 
precludes the existence of God ?{” Now the Vais'eshikas reply that 
it does not preclude, inasmuch as they do not allow that Comparison 
is a distinct species of proof [as it is included under inference, 

* As e. g. fire produced by wet fuel. 

+ See note on Avuckhedaka, p. 26. E 

f Upamdna is the knowledge of a resemblance, which produces an inference 
consisting in the knowledge of the relation of a name to something so named. 
Thus a inan is told that a gavaya (bos gaveeus) is like a cow, and on seeing the 
animal in the forest he infers that this is what was meant by the word gavaja. 
Similarly here wo have the inference “ whatever is like the individual soul is 


not omniscient nor omnipotent, and this being which is like the individual soul 
is what is meant by the word God,” 
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See Nyáya Sütras, ii. 40-18]. Hore the Mímánsakas come in and 
maintain, that Comparison is that proof which gives us the know- 
ledge of a separate category called Likeness. They reason as follows, 
—a. Likeness cannot be a substance or a quality or an action, because 
it is found residing by intimate relation in qualities [and substance 
cannot thus reside in qualities, nor can a quality or action thus 
reside in another quality or action.*] ७. It cannot be community 
[or genus,] because it depends on its correlative [?. e. the other thing 
with which the first is compared,]t and also because it may reside in 
genera,f &e. [as we may say ‘the genus of cow is, like that of 
horse, eternal] c. Nor can it be non-existence, since it is not cogniz- 
ed inits relation to the counterentity.§ d. Moreover, likeness is 
not known through perception, since it is not cognized by a simple 
exercise of our senses [but requires some thought and consideration ;] 
nor can you say that the senses may give us the knowledge of it, 
when there is the contemporary knowledge of the correlative,—because, 
after the cognition that the bos gavzus is like a cow, we may also 
have the cognition that that cow is like a bos gaveus, but this latter 
cognition cannot be produced by perception as the cow is supposed to 
be out of sight. e. Nor ean the knowledge of Likeness be produced 
by inference, since it is produced even in the absence of any sign [or 
middle term].|| f. Nor can it be produced by testimony, since this 
is not present everywhere — To meet this theory (of Likeness being 
a separate category,) he replies in this and the following couplets 
in the character of a Vais'eshika. 


* Cf. Bháshá Parichchheda, s. 13. and Siddhánta Mukt. p. 4. 

T Likeness is not identity—it implies the existence of points of difference. 

i Community or genus resides in tho first three categories only, I may 
add here that the Nyiya does not recognize our subordination of genera and 
species. Tho genus is not superior to, but co-ordinate with, the species. ‘Thus 
«'swatwa and satté both abide in as’wa, but sattá also abides with ghatatwo in 
ghata and with s’uklatwa in s'ukla. Hence sattá is called para, and the others 
apara. 

§ Resemblance implies the correlative, but not the opposite, as absence does, 
€. g. * the absence of a jar,’ where the knowledge of the absence depends on the 
knowledge of a jar. 

|| Dhe supposed inference would be “ That cow is like the bos gavzeus, because 
the former is the correlative to the likeness residing in this latter? But the 
knowledge called wpamiti may be found when this middle term is not explicitly 
recognized. ý 

‘| The information was to the effect that the bos gavæus is something likea 
cow; and ihe man’s subsequent inforonce is in a different form, viz. ‘that cow 
is like a gavaya.’ 
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VIII. In the case of contradictories, there can be no 
middle course; nor can you assume the two contradictories 
to be identical, because the fact of their contradiction is 
directly asserted. 

* There can be no middle course,*” ४. e. you cannot make some third 
supposition different from either, from the very fact that they are 
contradictories [and therefore the one or the other must be true]; 
nor can you assume them to be identical. The word ‘ contradic- 
tories’ in the second line is an instance of the so-called hetu- 
garbha-vis'eshana, or attribute which contains an implicit reason, t 
[i. e. this very word shows why you cannot assume them to be 
identical.] When you say ‘it is not non-existence, we know that if 
must be existence, and when you say ‘it is not existence, we know 
that it must be ‘non-existence.’ The whole purport of this is as 
follows,—Likeness must be either existence or non-existence,{ since 
no one knows of any third alternative. If the latter, then it at once 
falls under non-existence, the seventh category [of the Vais'eshikas ] 
If the former, then, a. if it possess qualities, it must be under the cate- 
gory of substance ; b. should it not possess them, but possess genus, and 
be other than a quality, it must be under action ; and c. should it be 
other than an action, it must be under quality. d. Should it be 
without qualities and genus, but not itself reside by intimate relation, 
it must be under the category of intimate relation; e.should it be 
found residing in intimate relation and that too in many subjects, it 
must be under the category of genus ; f. but if found residing in only 
one subject, it must be the (vais/eshika) category of particularity.— 
In the same way we may refute the supposition of such additional 
categories as Capacity, Number, &c. 

IX. “But why should not Likeness be only a common property, 
and Comparison be that proof which produces the cognition there- 
of?"$ He replies, 

* We have here our * excluded middle.’ 

T In this it differs from the swartpa vis'eshana, which is simply descriptive 
and nothing more. Cf. the kévyalinga in Rhetoric (Sahitya Darp. X. §. 710). 

t What follows can only be understood by a reader acquainted with the seven 
Categories of the Vais'eshikas (Cf. Dr. Roer's translation of the Bháshá Parich- 
chheda, pp. 1—8.) 

§ This was the view of the Vedintins (see Vedanta paribháshá, iii) according 
to which the instrument, in knowledge derived from comparison, was the 


cognition that “this animal is like a cow, and the conclusion was that ‘ihe 
cow is like this bos gavæus. It is rofuted by the supposed Vais‘eshika. 
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IX. As Likeness, so too Unlikeness; and so a new 
proof would be required. If you answer, ‘the latter is 
only a case of Presumption,’ then why not say the same 
of the former ? 

After the cognition, * this (camel) is unlike a cow,’ you must sup- 
pose another cognition, ‘ that cow is unlike this (camel,’) which must, 
on your view, be produced by a new proof [४. e. a fifth ]—* No, this 
clearly arises from the process called Presumption,* as you cannot 
have in this thing unlikeness to that without also having in that 
thing unlikeness to this.” But the same process will equally apply 
in the former case, as you cannot have in the bos gavæus likeness to 
the cow without also having in the cow likeness to the bos gavæus. 
So that there is no need to accept anew proof (Comparison) which 
is to produce a knowledge of Likeness. 

X. [Thus far the Vais'eshikas, whose opinion we Naiya’yikas 
accept so far as it overthrows our common antagonists, the Mím'an- 
sakas; but as they have gone further and have attempted to over- 
throw the existence of this assumed proof,] the Naiy'ayikas here step 
forward in defence of the impugned proof, Comparison. 


X. They hold that the knowledge of the connection of 
a name with the thing named is the result of Comparison,+ 
since it cannot arise from Perception, &c. 


The ‘ knowledge’ or ascertainment of the * connection! —i. c. power 
or meaning,—of the ‘name,’ as bos gaveus, with the ‘thing named’ 
t. e. the animal distinguished by the species bos gavzus, is the result 
of the particular kind of proof called Comparison ; ‘ since it cannot 
arise from Perception, &c.' as the several causes of those other proofs, 
2. 6. the senses, sign (or middle term,) and testimony have no power 
to produce it. 

XI. “But why may there not be a knowledge of the word’s 


* “Presumption is deduction of a mattor from that which could not clso bo. 
lt is assumption of a thing not itself perceived but necessarily implied by 
another which is seen, heard or proved.” (Colebrooke)— See Siddhánta Muktá- 
vali, p. 128. The Mímánsakas make this a separate proof, but the Naiyáyakus 
make it only a particular kind of inference, correspondit 1 
Hypothetical Syllogism (sce Bháshá P. 81. 143.) 

ह e Naiyáyika view of Upamana, cf, Nyaya 8003, 1.6, and Tarka 


18 to our disjunctive 
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meaning from* the information previously given, that an animal like 
a cow is what is meant by the word gavaya; or from the inference 
drawn therefrom, that an animal distinguished by the species gavaya- 
twais what is meant by the word gavaya from the very fact of likeness 
toacow?" He replies, 

XI. Since mere Likeness cannot be the determining 
attribute, and since the determining attribute is not then 
known, the definite meaning [fixed by the will of God or by 
human convention,] cannot be made known by testimony 
or inference previously [to seeing the gavaya itself. ] 

The ‘definite meaning’ means here the connection [between the 
naine and the thing named] in the form of the word’s power as deter- 
mined by the species gavayatwa.t This cannot be obtained from testi- 
mony or inference, as the man previously [to seeing the actual yavaya 
in the forest] had not any idea of the true species of the animal.f 
Nor can you assume that the mere idea of likeness can be the deter- 
mining notion to fix the word’s meaning, as it is too vague to possess 
such an authority. 

XII. “But why not say that even although, on first hearing the 
information given, there is no knowledge of the species bos gavzeus, 
yet when the species is known by perception, then from the informa- 
tion ‘a thing like a cow is what is meant by bos gaveus,—which by 
metonymy comes to mean the species,—we may gain the knowledge 
of the meaning of the word in that form [by testimony and not by 
comparison £”] He replies, 

XII. The sentence, having already logical connection, 
is complete and seeks nothing further; we only need con- 
nection with an implied meaning, where the existing con- 
nection of the meanings of the words is incomplete. 


When the verbal testimony has produced the knowledge of what is 


क Tho opponent endeayours to shew that this knowledge can be accounted for 
by testimony or inference, without assuming such a new proof as Comparison. : 

+ The Nyáya holds that a word does not properly mean a species or an indivi- 
dual, but an individual as distinguished ; by such and such a species ; em the 
species is the determining notion by which the word can mean any individual of 
tho species. See S. Muktavali, pp. 52, 83. i . 

f Ai first he only knew vaguely that tho word gavaya meant ७ something 
like a cow; but he did not know the actual species of the animal, its peculiar 
attributes, form, &c., until he had positively seen it. 
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meant by the word gavaya, from its being applicable wherever the attri- 
bute ‘likeness to a cow is found,’—it has no further tendency [or nisus] 
to produce any verbal knowledge of the species, because its logical con- 
nection is already complete. For it is only where the primary meanings 
of the words are deficient in their logical connection, —. e. are in any 
way incompatible with one another,—that we have to search for a 
connection with some other meaning produced by metonymy, as in the 
stock example ‘a herd station on the Ganges,’ [where the word Gan- 
ges, primarily meaning a ‘river,’ by metonymy means the * bank]. 
“But may we not say that the generic argument* “the word 
gavaya is possessed of that which causes direct significance, because 
it is a word properly formed according to the rules of grammar,"— 
as we can disprove any other assumed cause of direct significance,— 
will ultimately, by exhaustion, necessitate our accepting the species 
gavayatwa as the cause of the word’s direct significance?” We reply, 
no, because your major term in the conclusion cannot have any other 
form than that which it had in the major premiss.t Nor can you 
say that “the word gavaya is possessed of gavayatwa as the cause 
of its direct significance, because it has some such cause and all 
other causes are severally precluded,” because such a negative argu- 
ment is not valid, as your proposed major term is not current, [?. e. 
your major term “possessed of gavayatwa &c.” is only applicable 
to this one word, and is therefore not a ‘ major’ term at all] And 
again, the cognition that * the abode of gavayatwa is what is meant 
by the word gavaya” is established by consciousness as actually 
experienced, even in the absence of any negative inference; and 
hence we are compelled to assume a special proof for it, viz., upamá- 
na or Comparison. [As for any attempt, as in § ix., to establish a separ- 
ate proof from unlikeness, we reply,—] After understanding the 
meaning of such a sentence as * Shame 00 the camel with its extra- 
ordinarily long neck and eating the hardest thorns, the outcast of 
beasts,’ f the cognizing, on seeing such an animal, that this was what 


* For this and the other two kinds of anwndna see Nyáya Sütras I. 5, It is 
defined by the Commentator as ५ that which is recognised from generic proper- 
ties, its own specific ones being nnnoticed,” 

T If from premisses which established that wherever smoke was, fire was, and 
that the mountain had smoke, we inferred by exhaustion that the mountain had 
the fire peculiar to mountains and not culinary or digestive fire, this would be an 
improper inference ; and, similarly, here we cannot infer that, because the word 
gavaya 18 possessed of that which causes direct significance, it therefore must be 
possessed of gavayatwa as that cause, 

f Cf. Nyáya Sijtra Vyitti, i, 6. 
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was meant by the word ‘camel’ is also produced by Comparison, 
[which is equally the recognition of likeness or unlikeness.]—Our 
conclusion is that Comparison, which properly only ascertains the 
direct significance of a word [and has nothing to do with establishing 
the object’s existence or non-existence,] cannot preclude the existence 
of God. 

XIII. [We now proceed to examine the fourth proof, ४. ८. Testi- 
mony ;—and here] the Vais'eshikas at once assert that there is no 
need to fear lest Testimony should preclude the existence of a Su- 
preme Being, as this supposed proof is not different from Inference, 
[and has therefore been already discussed.] On hearing the words 
spoken and consequently recollecting their meanings, an inference 
arises, [they say,] to establish a logical connection between these 
meanings,*—this inference being in the one or the other of the two 
following forms,—«. “'These meanings of words are mutually connect- 
ed from the very fact that they are brought to recollection by the 
aid of words which possess expectancy, compatibility, and juxtaposi- 
tion, just asin the special case of the meanings brought to our recollec- 
tion by the aid of the words, ‘drive the cow with the stick’ ;” or 0. 
“these words must have been preceded by the speaker's right cogni- 
tion of the connection between the several meanings which these 
words respectively call to our recollection,—from the very fact that 
they are words possessing expectancy, &c.;"—the latter inference 
establishing the hearer’s knowledge of the connection, from the 
general rule that ‘the cognition of a cognition must have the same 
object as the original cognition,’ [and therefore when I know that 
such and such was the speaker's meaning, my knowledge must have the 
same object as his, and consequently no such pramdna as ‘ testimony’ 
or s'abda is needed.|—He replies, 


XIII. If your alleged inference implies certainty, it in- 
volves too much ; if only possibility, there is no ascertain- 


* §’dbda-bodha is often called anvaya-bodha, sc. tho knowledge of a logical 
connection between the meanings of the words. There is a current dofinition, 


रकपदार्थे$परपरदाथेस्यान्वयबाधः NATN: 


+ “Expectancy means a word’s incapacity io convoy a complete meaning 
without some other word to complete the construction. Compatibility consists 
in a word’s not having a meaning incompatible with that of other words in the 
sentence. Juxtaposition consists in the enunciation of the words without a long 
pause between them.” Dr. Ballantyne’s Tarka Sangraha, § 71. 
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ment; expectancy is a cause [of Verbal knowledge] by 
its very presence; juxtaposition, if accompanied by com- 
patibility alone, is unrestricted. 

a. In the case of the former inference where the subject is the 
‘meanings of words,'—we must mean the conclusion to be cither that 
they are certainly mutually connected or that they are possibly con- 
nected, ४. ४. possess a capability of being connected.* 

The former alternative involves too much, as it would apply in 
such phrases as ‘he sprinkles with water, [which would not hold in 
the case of water in the form of ice ;|—under the second, there is no 
ascertainment of connection at all, and there is also the fault of 
superfluous inference, as your conclusion, ४. e. ‘ possessing capability of 
being mutually connected, is already included in your alleged reason 
“from the very fact that they are brought to recollection by the aid 
of words which possess compatibility, &c.’—as thet compatibility’ there 
mentioned only means that they indirectly possess a character} which 
necessitates a logical connection between their meanings. 

b. As for the second inference, ‘ Expectancy’ is properly the mind’s 
inquiry after certain additional meanings, which are supplied by words 
suggested by the construction,—as,e.g. on hearing the word eyathum the 
mind goes in search ofa fresh meaning supplied by a suggested affer or 
vide, and on hearing the word affer, it similarly supplies eyathwm or ves- 
tem ; Expectancy is therefore a cause of verbal k nowledge by its very 
presence, [i. e. whether it is definitely known or not; but if it were 
to be included in the middle term of your inference, it must be 
actually known in order to be so included]. 

c. “But why may we not say that the cause of verbal knowledge 
is juxtaposition together with compatibility, [thus excluding ex- 
pectancy ?]”—He replies that they are ‘unrestricted, i. e. they are 
not limited by any ‘universal connection’ with verbal knowledge [and 
are therefore useless to produce a conclusion.] Thus in such a sentence 
as hic adest filius regis homines summoveantur, the words regis and 

homines possess compatibility and juxtaposition, and would therefore, 


* Similarly a cause (Krana) is said to be sway 
—in the former case it exists duvdpet, in the latt 
T Payastwa resides directly in the p 


I Scil. they may be found present w. 
smoke, 


"ipa-yogya and pha lopadhdyaka, 
er évepyéia. 

adártha, but indirectly in the pada, 

here it is absent, as fire is found without 
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according to your view, possess a logical connection and produce verbal 
knowledge, although there is no expectancy, [as the sense is already 
satisfied by the logical connection between filius and regis ]. 

XIV. But here the Prábhákaras* come in and say, * Testimony can 
be a source of right knowledge in the case of the Veda, as the Veda is 
not made by man and consequently there can be no inference to estab- 
lish the speaker’s knowledge ; but in secular matters there is required a 
previous knowledge, viz., that the testimony is given by a reliable (7. e. 
worthy, dpta,] speaker. And thus we have first such an argument as 
‘this speaker possesses a correct knowledge of the meaning of the sen- 
tence which he uses, because he uses a sentence produced by a know- 
ledge of its meaning which knowledge does not arise from mistake, 
&c.,’ [sc. he himself knows, and speaks to inform me ;] and this argu- 
ment will establish the sentence’s meaning indirectly, as being the 
distinguishing characteristic of the speaker’s knowledge. We may 
next proceed to use a second argument, [having previously by the 
former one established that the speaker’s knowledge is correct,] viz., 
‘these meanings of the separate words are mutually connected, be- 
cause they are the object of the speaker’s correct knowledge,’ and 
thus directly establish the meaning of the sentence. In this way, 
2. ८. only after these two arguments, does the knowledge of the con- 
nection of words [7. e. the knowledge produced by testimony, ] arise 
from words whose meaning is previously fixed by compact ; and hence 
testimony in secular matters is only a repetition [of what is previous- 
ly known,] and consequently not itself a source of right knowledge at 
all.t To meet this, he replies, 


XIV. Since the meaning is already ascertained, before 
the inference, from the words whose signification has been 
ascertained, it is the middle term of your inference which 
will be a repetition, since the recollection of a universal 
proposition implies delay. 


Even in secular cases the meaning of the sentence is ascertained pre- 
viously to any supposed inference, since the meaning of the words has 


* The Prábhákaras are the followers of the great Mímánsaka doctor, Prabha- 
kara. He is also called the Guru in contradistinction to the Bhatta, i. e. Bhatta 
Kumirila. 

+ The Prábhákaras define right knowledge as agrihéta-qrdhakatwam ‘tho 
apprehending something previously not apprehended’—see the fourth chapter. 
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been already determined in the Veda [as you yourselves admit ;] and 
therefore it is your middle term which is obnoxious to the charge of 
superfluous repetition, since inference must always produce a slower 
cognition than testimony, as the former is unavoidably impeded 
through the delay involved in recollecting the necessary universal 
connection (vyápti). 

XV. “But since knowledge produced by testimony is out of the 
question, where there is any doubt as to the speaker’s being reliable 
and still more where it is certain that he is no¢,—why should we not 
hold that the ascertainment of this point is the real cause of such 
knowledge,—and a thing’s being spoken by a reliable speaker will 
mean that it is produced by an accurate knowledge, in the speaker, 
of the original meaning of the sentence ?—thus the knowledge of the 
meaning of the senténce must originally be derived from inference." 
He replies, 

XV. Since even there we must establish our point by 
an inference,—' these Vaidic meanings are mutually con- 
nected from their being brought to our remembrance by 
words which are themselves free from any imputation of 
defects incident to a human being’,—how can even the 
Veda itself be cleared from that ? 


There is no evidence to prove that the ascertainment of the speak- 
er’s being reliable is a cause of verbal knowledge; [a truer cause is 
the one generally admitted to be a concurrent to S'abda, viz., the 
ascertainment of compatibility between the words used,] since in an 
incompatible sentence we see the knowledge of the connection [४. e. 
the so-called verbal knowledge,] stopped in consequence of the know- 
ledge of the compatibility—z. e. the absence of any manifest contra- 
diction,—being retarded [and hence the two seem related as cause 
and effeet.]* If not, then, in the case of the Veda, let the knowledge 
of its being unproduced by a person, be the cause of verbal know- 
ledge; and as we shall thus have the connection between even the 
Vaidie meanings established by an inference such as this,—‘these 


* This will no doubt require an inference, but this inference will not establish 
the S’abdabodha but only clear away any apprehended contradictions and 10000 
the way open io tho proper cause S'abda-jnána. The inference is only a nega- 
tive, the S'abda-jnán« is the positive, cause.—I may add that this discussion on 
S'abda is one of the obscurest paris of the book. ‘The old printed text was here 


vy corrupt, and that now given is from the two old MSS, mentioned in ihe 
preface. 
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Vaidie meanings are mutually connected from their being brought 
to our remembrance by words which are themselves free from any 
imputation of defects incident to a human being, —how can we clear 
the Veda itself from ‘that,’ 2. e. the old charge of superfluous re- 
petition ? 

Some, however, have said that “it is not the word but the 
word’s meaning which is the instrumental cause of verbal know- 
ledge,—hence we can understand written poetry, &c., because 
the knowledge of the meaning of the sentence is produced by the 
meanings of the words [although the words are here not spoken*]. 
[It might be said in objection that, if this were true, the accusative 
dwáram ‘januam’ ought to produce verbal knowledge by itself; but 
to this we should reply that] even though we grant the knowledge of 
‘janua, there can be no knowledge of connection, 7. e. verbal know- 
ledge, in the absence of the quality of * expectancy't which necessarily 
resides in the word’s meaning, according to the rule ‘verbal expec- 
tancy is fulfilled by words alone.’§ In this way we should refute the 
opinion of the Guru Mimansakas, viz., that * the meanings of words 
are [not the cause of verbal knowledge but] only the distinguishing 
mark of the phrase ‘knowledge of the meaning of the word, since 
without the knowledge produced by words there cannot be the know- 
ledge of the connection of the meanings of words,|| as has been said, 
“from their coming first, from their power of conveying a meaning, 
and from their conveying the speaker’s intention, the power of causa- 
tion must pre-eminently be held to reside in words.” ? This opinion we 
repeat, is overthrown,—because, if we only substitute ‘ reliable speakers’ 
(áptánám) in the s'loka quoted, for ‘ words’ (padánám), we see directly 
that the ‘ being spoken by a reliable speaker’ is only a distinguishing 
mark of the phrase, ‘the knowledge of its being spoken by a reliable 
speaker ;§] and since the knowledge of the word’s meaning must be 
granted, the word per seis a superfluous, and not a true, cause.” —This 

* Pada means a word spoken, cf. S. Muktávali, p. 78. 

T See Ballantyne's transl. Sáhitya Darpana, p. 14. 

$ In written poetry none of the words are properly padas and therefore thero 
can be anvaya and ékánkshá between them; but not so between one spoken 
word as januam and another not spoken as the understood claude. 

§ In written poetry itis érthikdkdnkshé, 

|| That is, according to the Guru, there is a series, 1, the pada, 2, the paddr- 
thopastliti, 3, S‘ébdabodha, but the first is the true cause of the third. 

बा That is, the supposed series will be, 1, dpta, 2, áptoktatwajnána, 3, S'ábda- 


bodha; bui all allow that ८७० is not the cause of verbal knowledge but only of 
ihe spoken words, Similarly pada cannot be the true cause in the former series, 
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laboured exposition is, however, mistaken, since the meanings of words 
cannot be the eause 00 verbal knowledge, from the very fact that they 
may apply to past or future as well as to what is actually present ; nor 
ean we say that the recollection of the word’s meaning is an instrumen- 
tal cause, since it has no operation (wydpara).* The true instrumental 
cause is the knowledge of the word [produced by hearing,] and its 
accompanying operation is the recollection of the word’s meaning— 
[these directly and indirectly producing verbal knowledge.] In the 
objected case of written poetry, &c., the instrumental cause of verbal 
knowledge is a mental knowledge of the word, [its corresponding 
operation remaining still the same, 2. e. the recollection of the word’s 
meaning]. 

XVI. [Having thus established the fact that testimony is a 
separate proof against the Vais'eshikas in $ xiii. and having over- 
thrown the wrong notions of the proof as held by the Mímánsakas 
in $$ xiv. and xv., he now proceeds to shew that this proof cannot 
preclude the existence of a Supreme Being.] 

“Well, then, let us concede that Testimony is a distinct kind of 
Proof; but why should it not preclude God's agency as a Maker P+ 
Thus we read in the Bhagavad Gita “Though actions are ever done 
by the qualities of Nature, the soul, blinded by egoism, thinks ‘I am 
the doer.’” ‘Nature’ means here the principle, Intellect,—the * quali- 
ties’ goodness, &c. ; the soul thinks through delusion that itself does 
the actions done by these. Hence agency is imaginary, not real. But 
in the case of an omniscient Being there could be no such imagina- 
tion, since He would see every thing as it really is.—For the gram- 
mar of the couplet quoted, we make Karta govern the accusative 
instead of the genitive, in accordance with the rule in Panini (ii. 8. 
69.)” He replies, 

XVI. The testimony of an unworthy person has no 
force of proof; there can be no ‘ worthiness’ in the case 
of a thing not seen [by the speaker]. We must have ` 
an omniscient Being to see the invisible, and an eternal 
Veda is untenable, 


* The Naiyayikas maintain, against the Vedántins, that every Karana must 
have a vyápára,—for the latter's definition, see supra p. 13, note. 

T in which case it would preclude his existence, as the Naiyáyikas only 
accept a Supremo Being as a Creator, and nob as an Epicurean deity. 
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Ef this testimony of the "Sruti, which you bring forward to esta« 
blish that God is not the Maker of all things, is the testimony of an 
unworthy person, it has no authority; if it is the testimony of a 
worthy person, then one who possesses the knowledge of such trans- 
cendental facts must possess an eternal and all-embracing know- 
ledge, since all allow that He has no organs, &e.* The eternity of 
the Veda has been already disproved [in the second cluster ;] and 
therefore the existence of an eternal and omniscient Author of the 
Veda is established. 

XVII. “But if so, then what becomes of those passages of ‘Srutif 
which declare that there is no such Maker?” He replies, 


XVII. Such passages have more than one meaning, 
since the S'ruti also declares His existence; they may 
merely mean that He is unstamed [by attributes ;] and if the 
S'ruti declares His existence, it cannot imply the opposite. 

These passages, to which you refer, do not necessarily bear only 
one meaning, 2. e. His non-existence,—since there are many other 
passages which establish His existence, as e. g. that (rom the Gita, 
“from me all proceeds ;" and the two meanings cannot be equally 
valid, since they are mutually contradictory. If we examine them 
more closely to decide which alternative is the true one, we shall find 
that the [apparently] opposing passages really mean only that God is 
to be contemplated as the Soul void of all special qualities; while the 
confirmatory passages become the properly authoritative, inasmuch 
as they are supported by the inference, based on the discussion of the 
relation of cause and effect, &c., [which will be given in Chapter V.]. 

XVIII [Having thus shown that Testimony cannot preclude the 
existence of God, he next proceeds to examine the supposed fifth 
Proof of the Vedántins and Pirva Mímánsakas, ४. e. Presumption or 
Arthápatti.] * But if this Being were omniscient, would He not cause 
us to act, even without giving us definite instructions [asin the Veda १ | 
—and hence the uselessness of Vaidic instructions, thus involved in 
your hypothesis, is of itself suflicient to preclude the existence of God, 


* The &c. includes body, middle term in inference, &e. These causes of 
knowledge being thus oxcluded, God's knowledge must be uncansed, and there- 
fore eternal. If any should be inclined to attribute them to God, on him must 
lie the onus probandi. 

+ E. g. the Rig Veda, ko addhá veda, Sc 


U 
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You cannot say that He does not know how to make men act in a 
certain way unless He gives them definite instructions,—sinee this 
would overthrow His supposed omniscience. This is a case of Pre- 
sumption,* and Presumption we hold to be a fifth kind of Proof.” 
He replies, 

XVIII. Since the absence of the cause involves the 
absenco of the effect, there can be no knowledge without 
proof; and in the absence of knowledge there can be no 
action. The same rule will hold even on an atheistic 
theory of sacrifice. 


If there be no cause of knowledge, (pramdna) there can be no 
knowledge, (pramá,)t since the absence of the cause necessitates 
that of the effect; and if knowledge be wanting, there can be no 
action, since action is caused by knowledge. Now, in the present 
instance, the only cause of knowledge is such a Vaidic injunction as 
* Jet him who desires heaven offer the Agnishtoma sacrifice,” &oc.,— 
hence Vaidic instructions are by no means useless. Otherwise [i. c. if 
you allow the possibility of ceremonial works without an authoritative 
command (vidhi,) | “the same rule will hold even on an atheistic 
theory of sacrifice” [like that of the Mímánsá ;] as we can similarly 
prove that the Veda is still useless, since destiny can set men in 
action without it. But the true view is that Presumption is not a 
separate kind of Proof. 

XIX. This latter view he now proceeds to establish, 

XIX. If there were no limitation, there could be no 
inconsistency,—that which does not limit cannot establish 
[any absurdity ;] there can be no real contradiction be- 
tween two equally trustworthy proofs ; and if Presumption 
were admitted, it would equally apply to the commonest 
cases of Inference. 


a. The well known example of Presumption is—that on ascer- 
taining that the living Devadatta is not in the house, there arises 
the knowledge that he is out of doors. But in this very instance, if 
there were no limitation or understood * universal affirmative connoc- 

* For Colebrooke's definition, sce supra, p. 40, note. 


T Promé here means only jngna,—it si i i icti i 
[ J ána;—it simply implies a conviction in the 
ageht's mind, whether right or wrong. : k : 
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tion’ (anvaya-vydpli,) there could not arise that conviction of absurdity 
or inconsistency with the premisses which any other conclusion would 
involve, [which forms the very essence of Presumption; since it is 
only valid by adding as a suppressed major premiss that the living 
Devadatta must be either within or out of doors.] “ That which does 
not limit,"—1. e. that which does not invariably accompany the middle 
term—cannot establish your presumed inconsistency, since this in- 
consistency is only valid where the absence of the including major 
term necessarily involves the absence of the included middle.* [lence 
the recognition of such a threatened inconsistency [as you maintain 
in this proof of Presumption] can really be resolved into the recogni- 
tion of a general negative proposition (vyatireka-vydpli,) which would 
necessitate a negative conclusion contrary to the facts. 

b. lt has also been maintained that ** after the cognition that ‘he 
is somewhere but he is not in the house, there arises the idea of 
contradiction, and our proof of Presumption comes in to resolve this 
apparent contradiction by shewing that the words ‘he is somewhere’ 
really mean that he is somewhere else than in the house.” But this 
is untenable. For two equally trustworthy evidencesf cannot be con- 
tradictory, because, in such a case, one would necessarily have to give 
way ; bué wherever we have such an apparent contradiction, inference 
will serve to establish that they must relate to different subject matters, 
as we may reason that an [apparent] contradiction must relate to 
dillerent subjects from the very fact that it is established by certain 
proof, for if it did relate to the same subject it would involve an 
absurdity. If this were not so, you might have such a Presumption as 
* smoke will establish the existence of fire,’ since without fire it would 
be absurd, and thus there would be no such proof as the Inference which 
our opponents allow as well as we. Again, we might have such an 
apparent contradiction as ९ fire is not perceived at the foot of the hill, 
and yet the seen smoke is a proof that there is fire somewhere,’ and we 
should have to call in the assistance of your Presumption to estab- 
lish the existence of fire in some other part of the hill. [Nor can 


+ T. e. The absence of fire (the vydpaka in an anvaya-vydpti,) necessarily 
involves tho absence of smoke (vyápya). fur 

+ I.e. His not being out of doors (when he is noi within) is always accom- 
panied by his non-existence. MR 

f As e. g. the sense-perception that he is not in the house, and the testimony 
that he is somewhere, drawn from the infallible dicium of astrology that our 
friond will live a hundred years, 
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the opponent object to this that “inference must still always be 
granted, as without it the proof that establishes the constant accom- 
paniment of smoke by fire could not establish the conclusion that 
fire exists in the present case,—because we reply that] even if there 
were no such thing as inference ab all, the proof that establishes* the 
constant accompaniment of the middle term by the major would still 
establish the existence of the major term in the present case [i. e. that 
there is fire in this mountain] by Presumption. Hence the admission 
of Presumption as a proof would only abolish Inference. 

XX. That Non-perception (Anupalabdhi.) [which the Vedántins 
and Pürva Mímánsakas add as a sixth proof or source of right 
knowledge,] cannot preclude the existence of God, has been already 
shewn in the firs& couplet of this chapter; but in reality this is not 
a distinct kind of proof at all. This he now proceeds to shew, 

XX. From the cognition of non-existence not being 
mediate—from the senses nob being then engrossed in 
other objects—from its instrumental cause not being 
cognized,—and from the internal sense having to do with 
actual entities. 


a. All must allow that that knowledge is a case of * perception, the 
cause of which is a non-pereeption whereof we are ourselves uncon- 
scious,t—since that knowledge of an object’s non-existence which was 
produced by a conscious non-perception would be a case of < infer- 
ence, f and all knowledge is produced by the senses which is non- 
eternal$ and immediate. By its ‘not being mediate’ we mean that 
itis ‘not caused by knowledge,’ [which is the distinctive mark of 
perception, as contrasted with inference, comparison and testimony. | 
b. The senses are the instrument in the perception of a jar's ab- 
sence as of its presence, since there is no preferable object to engross 
their energy,—for assuredly we cannot say that their energy is then 
engrossed in the perception of the site, since the ear can detect the 
cessation of sound (i. e. its dwans'dbhdva,) even where there is no 


* See Bhisha parichchheda, ^sl. 136, a. 

TA common definition of perception is * that knowledge whose causo is not 
cognized’, ajndta-kdranakam jndnam, c. g. the sight does not perceive the eye, 

e. i 


i The inference is that a jar is not here from the fact that it is not percoived. 
§ I. o. janya. The Diyine pratyaksha is of course cternal. 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digitized by eGangotri 


pi 
2 


ex 


perception of its site, ether, —and the eye can similarly detect the 
absence of form in theair. c. We can also conclude by inference that 
the knowledge of a thing's absence is produced by the senses,—from 
its being a knowledge produced by an instrumental cause which is itself 
not recognized. d. Our perception of external objeets is universally 
produced by the mind (or internal sense) assisted by instrumental 
causes [as the senses] which are themselves actual entities {and not, 
like Non-perception, a mere negation]. For these four reasons we 
conclude that the senses, and not the so-called Non-perception, are the 
true instrumental cause in the perception of a thing’s absence from a 
given spot.* 
XXI. He now adds other reasons for this opinion, as follows. 
XXI. It must be the senses, from their power of perceiv- 
ing the counterentity; from the inseparability of the 
operation from the cause; from the fact that defects 
reside in the senses; and from determinate perception. 


Our intended conclusion is that the senses are the true instrumen- 
tal cause in the perception of a thing’s absence. 

a. “From their power of perceiving the counterentity” to the 
absence, [४. e. the thing said to be absent]. Just as Inference can 
make known to us a thing’s absence as well as its presence, so also 
can the senses. 6. “But may we not say that the power of perceiv- 
ing the counterentity is not a proper reason for your inference, since 
all causes are of course subject to the condition of * being free from 
superfluous causation १ and in the present case, the senses perceive the 
site, and are therefore ‘superfluous causes’ for perceiving the absence in 
that site,f [the perception of the site being the true cause of the per- 
ception of the absence]. ‘To this he replies, “from the inseparability 
of the operation [from the cause].” Thus the senses are not a ‘su- 
perfluous cause,’—because the perception of the site [which you erro- 
neously take to be the cause] is only the operation (vyápára) which 
invariably accompanies an instrumental cause.§ Jf this were not so, 

* Both parties allow that non-existence is an object of perception, but tho 
Vedtntins hold that anupalabdhi is its propor cause, while tho Naiyáyikas hold 


that the senses are the true instrumental causo and anupalabdhi only a con- 
current. 


T For wpddhi and anyathdsiddhatwa, see p. 37, and note, p. 24. 
f Just as the father of the potter is a superfluous cause for making the jar. 
§ The vyépára is the causu causatu (toj-janyalwe sati taj-junya-janakah.) 
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the eye, &e., would be superfluous instrumental causes in the percep- 
tion of a thing’s existence, in consequence of such an operation as 
the conjunction of the eye with the object. c. We must all allow 
that an erroneous perception of a thing’s absence, [when it is really 
present,*] arises from a defect in the instrumental cause, and defects 
reside only in the senses, &c., for non-perception in itself admits of 
no defect, and the true faults of the senses are such as jaundice, &c. 
Hence he adds “from the fact that defects reside in the senses.” 
d. A determinate perception of the spot of ground and the abseneet 
cannot [according to your opinion] be produced by the senses, because 
it is a perception of absence or non-existence,—nor ean it, on the other 
hand, be produced by Non-perception, as it partly includes existence 
[so far as the spot of ground is concerned ; ]ÁChence we must accept 
the senses as the cause of determinate cognition. $ 

XXII. [The opponent may, however, raise an objeetion to our 
last argument,] ७. * Why may we not say that Non-perception, [al- 
though it does not produce the determinate cognition,] produces the 
[indeterminate] cognition of the absence of the jar, and then follows 
the cognition of the spot of ground as possessing the absence of the 
jar, [which latter cognition is produced by the senses, acting by a 
transcendental relation called jndnalakshana,| just as the transcenden- 
tal perception by the eye that ‘sandal wood is sweet/$ is said to follow 
the perception of its sweetness by the proper sense, ४. ८. that of smell ; 
and in this way non-perception may be called an instrumental cause as 
producing the cognition of absence. By examining a determinate percep- 
tion we are compelled to infer that the object must be first perceived 
indeterminately and is then subsequently perceived determ inately by 
the senses. 0. Again, how can we be said to have any proper *sense- 


* As when a jaundiced cyc does not sce a white shell but a yellow one. Sco 
supra, p. 27, note. = 

T L e. this spot of ground has the absence of a jar,—see supra, p. 20, note. 

i By the opponent's opinion this particular determinate perception ean bo 
produced neither by indriya nor by anupalabdhi ; but according to ours there is 
no difliculiy, as indriya is equally ihe instrumental cause ín cases of bhava 
and abhava, the difference being that in the former indriya-sanyoga, in the latter 
anupalabdhi, is the concurrent. 

§ This is the so-called jnéna-lakshand which takes place where one sense 
Supplies a perception which is properly given by another. (Cf. Bháshá-pari- 
chiheda, 80. 64.) It is said to cognize the object (as sawrabha,) per sc, apart from 
any thing connecied with it, and is thus distinguished from the sdindnya-lakshand 
which cognizes all the cognate objects under tho form of the species, as definitely 
perceived in the individual object, e. g. all jars pasi, presenti, and future, us 
possessing the species of this jar, Both are transcendental (alaukikes) perceptions. 
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perception’ of non-existence since it has no direct connection with the 
senses ? for the only relation which absence could be said to be eapable 
of, i. e. that called the vis'eshanatá sambandha,* cannot but involve 
another relation simultaneously existing with it. Hence we must allow 
that the instrument [in the cognition of abhéva] cannot but be our 
unavoidably assumed Non-perception, and not any one of the senses.” 
He replies, 

XXII. From the cognition of the distinguishing mark, 
if such is accepted,—from the superfluousness of the 
assumed proof, if such is not accepted,—from the ‘in 
infinitum regressus? if we assume another relation; and 
if you do not accept my view, any other explanation is 
untenable. 

a. Those who hold that the cognition of the * distinguishing mark,’— 
i. e. the cognition of the counterentity;t—is the cause of the percep- 
tion of «bAára, must also hold that there can never be an indetermi- 
nate cognition of abhdva at all, since we find in this case the means 
for producing determinate cognition only;f but in the perception of 
a real object, as a jar, there must be first the indeterminate cognition 
alone, since at that moment there can be no cognition of the distin- 
guishing mark as distinguishing, [2. e. ghatatwa] which is the cause 
of the subsequent determinate cognition. 6. But those who hold 
that we can perceive abháva apart from its counterentity, [2. e. with- 
out bringing in the idea of any relation between them,] can also al- 
low that we have an indeterminate perception of abhéva; and as 
this can be easily derived from the senses like any other case of in- 
determinate perception, it follows that the supposition of Non-percep- 
tion as a distinct proof is superfluous. 

c. “From the ‘in infinitum regressus, if we assume another rela- 
tion.” The relation called ‘the nature of the thing’ and not any new 


s7 


* Vis'eshanatá means ‘the stato of being a vi'seshana or distinguishing mark 
or property ; thus the jar on a given spot is the distinguishing peculiarity of that 
spot, and there are thus two relations which the jar holds to its pito, that of 
‘distinguishing’ (vis/eshamatá) and that of ‘contact’ (sanyoga). But since in 
abháva there is no such second relation, we have no right to suppose the first. 
The Naiyayikas, however, hold that this is really included in the swartipa sm- 
bandha, sce supra, p. 13, note. 

+ The avachchheda or vis/esheme, in the phrase ghatdbhdva, is of course 
the counterentity or pratiyogi, i. e. għata. 

t In the indeterminate, you have not as yot the idea of the relation of“ dis- 
tinguishing’ and * distinguished,’—sce p. 21, note, 
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category, is really the only relation existing between the 60606 and 
its site,—since the assumption of such a relation here as a special vis'e- 
shanatd,* would certainly lead to an endless succession of relations ;+ 
and hence we must accept such a relation as that called ‘the nature 
of the thing,’ [and this being sui generis requires no second relation]. 
[If you ask “how can ८०४०७ be an object of sense perception at all,” 
we reply,] that its sense-perception is possible because the relation 
between the eye and its object, which is necessary in every act of 
perception, is here fulfilled (in the case of an absent jar,) at second 
hand by the relation between the spot of ground and the said absence, 
which we call the distinguishing relation.f 
d. If you do not accept my explanation of this swarúpa relation 
between the jar’s absence and its site, then it will be extremely 
difficult to establish any other principle, even on your hypothesis that 
a proof called Non-perception is an instrumental cause. For to explain 
more fully,—all allow that no proof or source of right knowledge 
[and therefore not even your own Non-perception,] can apprehend 
any thing subsequently which was not originally an object of indeter- 
minate cognition,§ and thus even in inference, &e., we all admit that 
there must have been some previous indeterminate cognition of fire, 
&c.,|| [and therefore there must be an indeterminate cognition of 
abháva, and this can only be caused by the senses alone.] Again, 
the very phrase, ‘a site of ground possessing the jar’s abhdva’ compels 
our opponents to admit some relation between the 207602 and the site 
[and this can only be that called swarúpa, which we have previously 
established. ] 


* Understanding by it a separate relation from swortipa, 

+ T. e. just as tho relation of contact requires another relation, 4. e. that of 
intimate relation, so this relation would require a relation to connect it with its 
related subjects, and so on. The N yaya holds that samaváya and abhdva abide 
in their subjects by the swarúpa sambandha only. 

f The spot being distinguished by the absence of the jar, ghatábliécowad, 
bhútalam. This will be clearer to the reader if he will compare the description 
in the Siddhánta Muktávali, p. 51, how the eye sees the jar by direct contact, 
its form by the intimate relation existing between the jar and its qualities, and 
the form's species (rúpatwa) by tho intimate relation between that species and 
the ripa. It may be illustrated algebraically { (@+) + ८ } +d. 

$ Tho indeterminate knowledgo is neither pramá nor bhrama, and therefore 
there is no pramána for its production. 

|| Similarly in testimony, before we can ‘understand the sentence Devadatto 


Cee (९. ८. Devadatto gamanakartá asti), we must havo had an indetermi- 
nate cognition of Devadatta and g manas 


CC-0. In Public Domain. Digitized by eGangotri 


57 
XXIII. He thus sums up the substance of the chapter. 

XXIII. Paralysed in their power by necessarily looking 
to His countenance,* the various proofs,— Perception 
and the rest,—fail even to attain their proper nature,T 
and the threatened rise of contradiction is u&terly crush- 
ed down; to Him, then, the one to whom all are sub- 
1९०, who delights in the sportive exercise, unrivalled 
and independent, of His almighty power,—to Him, the 
god even of gods, we betake ourselves with our highest 
faith aroused. 


* Paralysed in their power by necessarily looking to His counte- 
nance,” 7. e. their force precluded by positive arguments which prove 
the subject’s actual existence. ‘He delights in the sportive exercise 
of his power, since He is the one primary cause of the absence of 


in.f 
pain. 


* They depend on God, as otherwise, by $ 2, the inference would be baseless 
without a subject; and this defect is only removed by the inference itself. 
being overthrown—in other words the ds'rayásiddhi is only avoided by bádha. 

+ They cease to be * proofs’ at all. F 

f Cf. the definition of Final Liberation in the Nyáya Sutras, I. 22 as * abso- 
lute deliverance from pain." 
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I. The fourth objection was that even if God did exist, he could 
not be a cause of right knowledge to us. ^ God cannot be an au- 
thority to us, because he has no right knowledge, as his knowledge 
lacks the indispensable characteristic of cognizing an object uncog- 
nized before ;* hence he neither possesses right knowledge himself 
nor eau produce it in us, and who would trust the words of a being 


who cannot be a cause of right knowledge?” He replies, 

I. Cognizing for the first time is no true mark, as ib is 
both too narrow and too wide; we hold right knowledge 
to be an independent impression which corresponds to 
the reality. 

Your ‘cognizing an object uncognized before’ is not an indispen- 
sable characteristic mark of right knowledge, as it fails to apply in 
such an affirmative instance as repeated knowledge [४. e. seeing a 
thing a second or third time], and wrongly applies to such a nega- 
tive instance as the erroneous judgment that ‘this [nacre before me] 
is silver.’ He then gives his own definition in the second line. The 
ancient Pandits did not apply the term ‘right knowledge’ to remem- 
brance, because it is necessarily ‘ dependent,’ as it has the same object 
as the original impression which produced it, and therefore its au- 
thoritativeness must stand or fall with that of its originator. Hence 
he adds the epithet ‘independent.’ 

II. “a. But" (reply the opponents) we may deny that our defi- 
nition is too narrow as nob applying to repeated knowledge. We 
maintain that cognition must produce a particular quality, [?. e. 
cognizedness,] residing in the object,f—otherwise there would not be 

* The P. Mímánsá concludes that as God must always know, his knowledge 
would not fall under the definition of * right knowledge.’ They deny that remem- ` 


prance can be right knowledge; the other schools generally allow that it is a 


kind of prama but not independent. 
+ The Sanskrit reader will observe that this is the opinion of the Bhatta Mi- 
mánsakas in the S. Muktayali, p. 118. They hold that all cognition is super- 
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in cognition the definite distinguishing of the object, [7. e. that this 
thing is cloth and not a jar;] and hence, even in repeated cognition, 
we have ‘the cognizing of a thing before uncognized,’ [since each 
separate act of cognition on our part produces anew this particular 
influence or quality in the object, and this therefore is ever cognized 
anew.] à. [Again, you would prove the existence of God by the 
argument that the creation of the world must imply a previous 
knowledge of the material cause,—z. e. the atoms, out of which it was 
made,—from the very nature of effects, since all effects, as jars, &c., im- 
ply such a knowledge ; and as this knowledge is not found in indivi- 
dual souls, it must belong to the Supreme Soul. But we would meet 
this by proposing a dilemma.] When you talk of ‘God’s know- 
ledge of the world’s material cause,’ do you allow that this knowledge 
produces this particular quality of cognizedness in its object or not ? 
If you allow it, then you must also concede a second similar quality 
of cognizedness, residing in the knowledge itself, in order to distin- 
guish definitely that it is the knowledge of the material cause, [४. ८. 
to know that he knows it,] and this again will necessitate a third 
and so on,— thus we have a regressus in infinitum. If you do not 
allow it, then your alleged reason (or middle term) ‘the very nature 
of effects’ fails from being too general, —sinee in this very instance 
*cognizedness' is an effect and yet you own that if is not produced 
by a previous knowledge of the material cause. Hence we cannot 
admit that the existence of God is proved as the Maker of the 
world.” He replies, 

TI. In the absence of the object’s real nature to distin- 
guish it, ib would be useless to seek help [from cogni- 
zedness ;| and even supposing that, without this (nature), 
you might succeed in an existing object, yet what could 
you do ina non-existing ? 

The especial nature of the thing is that which definitely distin- 


sensuous ; but after the cognition of a jar there is produced in the jar a quality 
called cognizedness,—this cognizedness becomes an object of perception in the 
form ‘this jar is cognized by me ? hence I infer the existence of the 3 cognition 
from its effect, and I also at the same time infer the correctness of ihe cogmi- 
iion. The Nyáya holds that the three steps, 1, knowledge, 2, consciousness or 
knowing the knowledge (anwwyavasáya,) and 3, the knowledge of its correctness 
are successive; the Mímánsá holds that the two last are simultaneons and in 


faci identical, 


I2 
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guishes the object [so that we determine it to be not a jar but 
cloth ; | otherwise there would be no definite distinction, even th ough 
your quality of ‘cognizedness’ had been communicated to it. And 
again, even although we granted that ‘cognizedness’ is pro- 
duced in the case of an existing object, yet it could not arise in 
the case of a non-existing object, [as e.g. a jar now destroyed,] 
since its material cause, [7, e. that object, ] would be non-existent; and 
hence it would follow that here, at any rate, there would be nothing 
definite to distinguish the object. We therefore conclude that a 
thing’s special nature is that which alone definitely distinguishes it. 
III. “But may we not apply the general rule, ‘an action must 
produce some effect on its object,’ and hold that the action of cogni- 
tion similarly produces a quality residing in its object?” He replies, 


TIT. ‘Action’ cannot serve you as a reason to prove any 
new quality [such as ‘ cognizedness,’] since it is either 
too general or falsely assumed; nor will perception 
prove it, since it shews that cognition is itself the 


distinguishing connection. 


a. lfyoumean by ‘action’ the signification of the verbal root, then, 
as in such an instance as ‘he unites his arrow to the sky’ there is no 
effect produced by the action on its object the [impassive] sky, your 
assumed reason is too general. 8, If you mean by ‘action’ the opera- 
tion of the instrumental cause,* then again also your reason will be 
too general, as no effect is produced on the jars by the contact of the 
organs of perception therewith. e. If you say that ‘action’ means 
motion, then, as cognition is not a motion at all, your reason is falsely 
assumed in the subject.t d. * But may we not say that such phrases 
as “the jar is cognized,’ ‘the jar is intuitively known,’ &c., shew that 
perception is the proof of this very quality of cognizedness ?” [as 
*eognized, &c., really mean ‘possessed of cognizedness,’ &e.] He 
replies by the second line of the s‘loka. Wherever you have a de- 


* Cf. Bháshá P. ‘sl, 58. and supra, p. 13, note. 

+ Swarúpásiddhi is that fallacy where the assumed middle term is not pre- 
sent in the subject or minor term, as ‘the lake has fire, becauso it has smoke.’ 
In the present case the argument is * cognition produces an effect on its object 
ea D fact that it belongs to the class action,’ action being defined to 
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finitely distinguished cognition, you have as its object the distin- 
guishing attribute, the thing distinguished, and the connection which 
exists between them; and this connection may sometimes be 
that of contact [as in such cases as ‘the spot of ground possessing a 
jar on it;’] in others if may be the connection constituted by the 
nature of the things connected.* Now just as we see in such [re- 
verse] phrases as ‘the cognition of the jar'T [where the jar is that 
which distinguishes the cognition, and the Mímánsakas allow that 
their cognizedness only resides in an object and not in the cognition, | 
that the latter kind of connection is that which exists between the 
cognition and the jar, so the same connection appears to be found in 
such phrases as ‘the jar is cognized’ [where the cognition is that 
which distinguishes the jarf]. Otherwise, if this were not the con- 
nection, you would have to assume in such cases as ‘the jar is desir- 
ed,’ ‘the jar is produced, novel connections such as ‘ desiredness’ and 
* producedness.’ 


IV. [If the opponent reply, “why should we assume these novel 
connections? The well known swartpa-sambandha, i. e. the connec- 
tion constituted by the nature of the things, will suffice in these 
cases ;” to meet this] he now proceeds to shew that the swarüpa- 
sambandha will equally serve in the original case of dispute, [?. e. 
the same connection which holds in such cases as ‘the jar is made,’ 
‘the jar is desired,’ &c., will equally hold in ‘the jar is cognized."] 


IV. The cognition is distinguished by its object alone, 
since the cognitions themselves have no definite form to 
distinguish them from each other; and in the common 
phrases about the objects of actions it is the verb which 
distinguishes. 

Just as [in such phrases as a cognition of the jar] we have the 
knowledge distinguished by its object the jar, [7. e. it is that which 


* Sco note, p. 13. 

t Here all agree that the cognition does not reside by intimate connection (as 
the genus in its individuals) nor by contact (as the jar on the ground ;) and 
therefore by exhaustion it must be the vishayatd-sambandha. Ghata-jndnam 
therefore means vishayatayd ghatavad jndnam, and similarly jnáto ghatal means 
vishayatayd jnána-vis'ishto ghatah. 

t The Mímánsá holds that jndtaté is a quality in the object, the Nyaya thai it 
js a swarüpa sambandha between the jnána and tho object. 
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makes this cognition different from other cognitions ;] and just as 
in common phrases about the objects of actions, as jars, &c., we have 
the particular meaning of the verbal root as that which distinguish- 
es the particular phrase [and thus makes it differ from other similar 
phrases, ]* so too in such alleged cases as ‘the jar is cognized, it is 
the cognition alone which distinguishes this particular knowledge in 
regard to the jar, and it is not from any other supposed attribute [as 
your ‘ cognizedness’ |. : 

V. “May we not, however, still maintain tha& God's knowledge 
is not properly ‘right knowledge’ (pramá) since it is not produced 
by proof (pramdna;) and therefore God can neither be a right 
knower (pramátá) Himself nor be a cause of right knowledge to us, 
since the essential conditions for both are absent in Him?" He 
replies, 

V. Right knowledge is accurate comprehension and 
right knowing is the possession thereof; authoritative- 
ness is, according to Gotama's school, the being separat- 
ed from all absence thereof.+ 

Right knowledge is a notion corresponding to the object; and this 
is not inconsistent with God's knowledge, even though His know- 
ledge be not produced [but eternal]. ‘Right knowing’ [४. e. the 
being a right knower,] means the being connected with right know- 
ledge by intimate relation, [४. e. that relation which connects a 
substance and its qualities ;{] and this can be established of God, 
even though He be not a cause of right knowledge to us. In the 
same way God is an authority as being Himself ever connected with 
right knowledge, ४. e. as being ever * separated from all absence 
thereof? There is no need to include as absolutely necessary in 
your definition that He must be an instrument of right knowledge 
to others, since God's authoritativeness is thus declared in the Nyá- 
ya Sútras, (II. 68.) “The fact of the Veda being an authority, [7. e. 
an instrument of right knowledge; ] like the spells [against poison, &c., | 

* Thus in ‘a jar is made,’ ‘a jar is broken, &c.,—it is the verb which dis- 
tinguishes the several sentences. D 

+ I. e. there may be a partial pramá even in a caso of error, (thus the jaundiced 
perception is right as to the shell, though wrong as to its colour 3) but prdmdnya 


can never be found where there is any, even only a partial, absence of pramá. 


+ God is pramdna-kartd, ù. e. pramátá, bub karté must not be taken in its 


usual meaning (as his knowledge is cternal,) but in that of ds raga. 
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and the medical science, follows from the authoritativeness of the 
fit person [who gave it”]. Nor need you object that this will lead 
to God's being a fifth cause of right knowledge, (pramána) and thus 
our old division of four pramánas will be violated,—because our old 
division will still hold as applying to instrumental causes of right 
knowledge, [and the Veda, our fourth pramána, is God's instru- 
ment]. Nor need you object that “ God’s knowledge [if He be 
omniscient] will embrace error [as well as truth,] and apprehend the 
objects of error [as well as those of truth,] and therefore will itself 
be liable to the imputation of error,’—since the nature of right 
knowledge is not violated so long as the knowledge is not associated 
with a contradictory object, [i. e. so long as I do not apprehend 
silver in what is not silver bub nacre]. Now it is an actual fact that 
in error there is a definite object, as nacre, and also that it is viewed 
under the notion of silver; and God’s right knowledge cannot be 
impaired by his apprehending this fact. 

VI. He now gives a sloka recapitulating the purport of the 
Chapter. 


VI. He, in whose intuitive unerring perception, insepar- 
ably united to Him and dependent on no foreign inlets, 
the succession of all the various existing objects is con- 
tained,—all the chaff of our suspicion being swept away 
by the removal of all possible faults as caused by the 
slightest want of observation in Him,—He, /Siva, is my 
authority ; what have I to do with others, darkened as 
their authority must ever be with rising doubts ? 


« The succession of all the various existing objects"—4. e. all the 
world is the object of God's perception. “ All possible faults," as 
partiality, aversion, &e. « All the chaff of our suspicion is swept 
away,’—all our ` suspicion as to the Vedas want of authority. 
“ Others,” à. e. heretics. 


Cc 
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FIFTH CLUSTER. 


ग. The fifth objection was ‘from the absence of positive proof? 
“ May we not say that there are no proofs to establish God's exist- 
ence?" He replies, 


l. From effects, combination, support, &c., traditional 
arts, authoritativeness, ‘Sruti, the sentences thereof, 
and particular numbers,—an everlasting omniscient 
Being is to be established, 


a. The earth, &c., must have had a maker because they have the 
nature of * effects, * like a jar; by a thing’s having a maker we 
mean that it is produced by some agent who possesses the wish to 
make, and has also a perceptive knowledge of the material cause out 
of which it is to be madet b. < Combination’ is an action, and 
therefore the action which produced the conjunction of two atoms, 
initiating the binary compound, at the beginning of a creation, must 
have been accompanied by the volition of an intelligent being, 
because it has the nature of an action, like the actions of bodies 
such as ours. c, * Support, tc? The world depends upon some 
being who possesses a volition which hinders it from falling, because 
it has the nature of being supported, like a stick supported by a bird 
in the air; by being supported we mean the absence of falling in the 
case of bodies possessing weight. By the * &e.,’ we include destruc- 
tion. Thus the world can be destroyed by a being possessed of 
Volition, because it is destructible, like cloth which is rent. d. * From 
traditional arts.’ Pada [which is not used here in its usual sense 


of ‘ word,’ see infra § ए.] is derived from the root pada, i. e, ‘that by 

* This is proved because the world Consists of parts which 
certain way and are soverally produced and destroyed, (see 5 
P. 61, last lino). 

The argument from Káryatwa is really the same as:th 
(in his Natural Theology,) to rebut Humo’ 
ment on the ground that the world is 

T Of, Bháshá Parichchheda, § 149, 


are arranged in a 
arva D. Sangraha, 


at employed by Chalmers 


8 objection to tho à posteriori argu- 
only a singular effect, 
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which something is known, i. e. the traditional arts of mankind. 
The traditional arts now current, as that of making cloth, &c., 
must have been originated by an independent being,* from the 
very fact that they are traditional usages like the tradition of 
modern modes of writingt [invented by men independently, as 
systems of short-hand, &e.] e. ‘From authoritativeness.’ The 
knowledge produced by the Veda is produced by a virtue residing in 
its cause, because it is right knowledge, just as is the case in the 
right knowledge produced by perception &.§ f. ‘From Sruti, à. e. 
the Veda. ‘The Veda must have been produced by a person from its 
having the nature of a Veda]|| like the Ayur-veda (४. e. the upaveda 
so called, treating of medical science) g. Again, the Veda must 
have been produced by a person because it has the nature of 'sen- 
tences, like the Mahábhárata ; or, in other words, the sentences of 
the Veda were produced by a person because they have the nature 
of sentences, just as the sentences of beings like ourselves. 4. ‘From 
particular numbers.’ The measure of a binary compound is produced 
by number since it is a derived [2. e. not eternal] measure and at 
the same time is not produced by measure or aggregation,{] like the 
measure of a jar composed of three kapdlas which is larger than that 
of one composed of two such ४८७५0८७ [and this increase can only be 
due to number, as the kapálas in themselves are all equal ;] for the 


* Swatantratwam is defined as asmadtya-vyavahdranddhina-vyavahdra-kar- 
tritwam, 

+ The Hindus hold that the Devanágarí alphabet is of divine, while Bengali, 
Persian, &c. aro of human, origin.—Thoro is a current sloka of Brihaspati, 


पाण्सासिकेऽपि विषये आन्तिः सज्ञायत यतः | 
धात्राऽचराणि Calta पचारूढान्यतः पुरा ॥ 


$ Seo Bháshá P. §§ 130-3. Wrong knowledge or error is produced by a fault 
in its cause, as jaundice, &c. in the eye ; and right knowledge is produced by a 
guna or virtue, (like Aristotle's 6p0arpou dpern Or Bexrio T3 is). This virtue in 
ihe case of the Veda is its quality of being uttered by a fit person, i. e. one pos- 
sessing a true knowledge of words and meanings. 

§ Some say that the guna here is the absence of jaundice, &c., others the 
direct contact of the organ with a irue object. 

|| By Nyiya Sát. ii. 68, wo learn that that is Veda where the fact of being a 
cause of right knowledge is admitted.’ 

« Cf. Bháshá P. 8 110. The infinitesimality of atoms is eternal, 


K 
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measure of an atom* does not produce measure because its measure 
is eternal [and therefore incapable of change] or because it is the 
measure of an atom. Hence at the beginning of a creation there 
must be the number of duality abiding in the atoms, which is the 
cause of the measure of the binary compound, but this number cannot 
be produced at that time by the distinguishing perception of beings 
like ourselves. Therefore we can only assume this distinguishing 
faculty as then existing in God.t—By the last words of the text it is 
meant that it is the Being, possessed of this attribute [of omniscience al 
who is everlasting,f and hence is established his eternal omniscience. 

II. “a. But may we not say that inasmuch as only one pos- 
sessed of a body can be a maker, the existence of God is precluded 
as the distinguishing attribute of a maker is precluded ? b. We have 
also the contrary syllogism, that we cannot allow the earth, &c. to have 
been produced by a maker, as there is the absence of the being produced 
by a body which invariably accompanies the being produced by a 
maker c. There is also an opposing universal proposition, viz. that 
only one possessed of a body can be a maker. d. By the induction 


* Ibid. 8 14, The atoms of Hindu philosophy, being infinitesimal, would only 
produce still smaller totalities (like multiplied fractions or added negative quan- 
tities) as measure can only produco a further result homogenous with itself, It 
is the tertiary compound, which, as having finite magnitude (mahattwa,) pro- 
duces measure, just as the jar's measure is caused by that of its two halves, 

T To understand this argument, we must remember that the Nyáya holds that 
allnumber beyond unity is produced in things by an effortofour mind,—in nature 
all things exist singly, and it is we who combine them into sets of two, three, or 
more at our pleasure. The first operation is thai distinguishing perception 
called apekshifbuddlii, by which we say of each thing, ‘ this is one,’ * this is one, 
&c. This produces duality, &c. in the objecis, as e, g. in two jars, which duality 
resides by intimate relation in each of the objects, but resides in both by a pecu- 
liar connection called parydpti—it is this last which gives the idea of “ two 
pots,” and not merely that of one pot possessing duality here and another 
possessing it there. As the binary compound only differs from the atom by 
number and not by measnreor size, (as both are, as far as we are concerned, 
alike infinitesimal, however one may be really larger than the other,) we must 
have recourse to the Supreme Being’s apekshábuddhi to account for the existenco 
of number in the binary compound at the time of creation. Tho smallest per- 
ceptible size is the tertiary compound, consisting of threo binary ones. See 
Colebrooke, i. p. 278, It issingular that ihe N yaya should adopt such a concep- 
tualistic view of number, while it yet holds such realistic notions of genus, 

f There are two kinds of anvaya or logical connection, vis‘ishta-vidhayd and 
upalakshaga vidhayd. The former is where the epithet is emphatic and is 
therefore never disjoined from the subject ; the latter is where the emphasis is 
laid on the subject and the epithet or predicate may be sometimes separated. 
(Thus Phidias the sculptor is not always actually soulpiuring.) In the present 
case the epithet ‘everlasting’ belongs to the former class and can never be 
Separated from its subject the Supreme Being as distinguished by the attribute 
of omniscience, and iliis attributo is therefore everlasting. 
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which extends over every case presented by experience [as jars, &e.,] we 
infer that a maker must have a body, but by the relation existing 
in the present argument between the minor term earth, &c. and the 
major term it would appear that the maker is incorporeal [as no 
maker is in this case perceptible]—hence the possibility of the al- 
leged major term is unproved, and there is also a mutual contradic- 
tion between the subject, [maker,] and the attribute ascribed to it, 
[incorporeal] e. We may also establish the fallacy of a too gene- 
ral middle term by inserting the condition§ “from being produced 
by a corporeal agent” instead of the old middle “from being an 
effect." Thus there are five separate fallacies involved by the alleged 
middle term.” He replies, 

II. There is no precluding, as this, [our middle term,] is 
indispensable ; nor are there any valid counterarguments, © 
as those alleged are too weak ; whether our assumed con- 
nection be established or overthrown, there is no mutu- 
al contradiction ; nor can you have a too general middle 
term, without any reason for it. 

a. Because the possession of a body is precluded in the case of 
the subject [se. the Supreme Being,] it does not follow that his 
possession of the attribute of being a maker is precluded, since 
‘this,’ ४. e. our middle term (—* having the nature of an effect"—) 
whieh necessarily establishes the existence of the subject [as every 
effect implies a cause] is too powerful to be set aside, as it is 
this which must undoubtedly be looked to as producing the know- 
ledge of the subject at all, and without the knowledge of the 
subject, as we have previously proved, [in III. § ii] it is im- 
possible ४० establish the knowledge of non-existence. And thus 
there is no such pretended perception as would preclude the existence 
of God because his distinguishing attribute as maker is precluded. 
Nor again is there any such precluding inference as “ God cannot be 
a maker because he has no body,” [since in your opinion the very 
existence of God is unproved, and how then can you discuss his attri- 


butes ?] 
b. We cannot admit as a valid opposing argument “ the earth, 


* For Upddhi, the condition which must be supplied to restrict a too general 
middle term, sce supra, p. 37. 
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&e, are destitute of a maker because they were not produced by a 
body,” because your middle term is fallacious as assuming too much, 


since the words * by a body’ are superfluous.” 

c. The middle term in our argument, “having the nature of an 
effect,” is more valid than that of the opposite argument [“ the earth, 
&c., are not produced by a maker from their not being produced by a 
body,” ] because ours is supported by its being actually found as an 
attribute of the minor term [earth, &c.], and there is also an argument 
to stop any certain negative instance ;f while on the other hand your 
alieged universal proposition “ only one possessed of a body can be a 
maker,” is too weak to stop us [as it is not found as an actual attribute 
of the minor term and there is moreover no such acknowledged prin- 
ciple. ] 

d. lf by the connection existing between the minor and major 
terms it be established that the maker is incorporeal, then there is 
no contradiction, since in that case it is understood that being ७ 
maker may coexist with incorporeality ; and, again, if it be not esta- 
blished, then, even in this case, there is no contradiction, [४. e. your 
alleged fault falls to the ground,] from the want of any subject in 
which it is to abide. ži 

€. Since there is an argument on our side by which to pre- 
clude any certain negative instance, there cannot be here such an 
inconclusiveness as a mistake as to the major premiss caused 
by the absence of any such precluding argument, ४. e. the fallacy of a 
too general middle term ; and moreover your pretended ‘ condition,’ 
“produced by a body"—is itself overthrown by the absence of any 
argument on your side to preclude a negative instance. f 

III. “ But may we not bring forward the opposing argument, that 
‘if God were a maker he would have a body ?' while at the same time 
there is no argument of equal weight to support your view.” He replies, 


* The older Naiyayikas maintained that tho argument * the mountain has 
fire because it has blue smoke" involved the fallacy of vyápyatwásiddhi, because 
the alleged middle term was unnecessarily restricted. See Siddhánia Muktáv. 
p.77. The moderns however more wisely consider it as a harmless error, and 
they would rather meet b. in the text by asserting that there is no proof to 
establish the validity of ihe assumed middle term. 

T I. e. wherever you haye an effect, you must hayo a producing causo,—thero- 
fore you cannot havo an effect without a maker. 


i There are two readings here दिपच्षबाधकाभावेन and विपक्षबाधकावता रे ण. 
If we adopt tho latter, it means « by the presence of an argument on our side 
to preclude a negative instance,” 
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III. Our opponents’ arguments, being defective, cannot 
invalidate our reasoning by their fallaciousness,—whilo 
the favourable argument from the abolition of effects 
tells on our side. 


These opposing arguments are * fallacious’ because they are sub- 
jectless, so long as the existence of their subject, God, is itself un- 
proved. But the argument “there could not be an effect without 
a causer," is‘ on our side.’ "There is also S'ruti to prove it, “ I 
am the origin of all, from me all proceeds.”* And that S'ruti has 
pre-eminent force which is supported by reasoning, according to the 
verse, [of Manu,] * He, and none else, knows religion, who investigates 
the Veda and the religious teaching of the Rishis by means of such 
reasoning, as is not contrary to the Veda and the S'ástras." 

IV. “ But how does the fact of a thing’s being an effect neces- 
sitate that it should have been produced by volition ?” He replies, 


IV. If it [the atom] acts independently, it ceases to be 
brute matter,—deser& does not abolish visible causes; 
if there be no cause there is no effect; a particular 
effect has a particular cause. 


There cannot be an effect without a causer. If the atom were 
endued with volition it would follow that the atom was intelligent, 
since an unintelligent thing can produce an eífect only when impelled 
by an intelligent being ; and desert [or fate] can only produce effects 
by the concurrence of visible causes.f Nor may you say that “the 
volition of the conscious agent is the cause in efforbf only and not in 
all action generally,” because even though a particular kind of voli- 
tion may be the cause in the case of effort, this does not preclude 
volition generally as the cause of action generally ; otherwise, because 
a particular seed is the cause of a particular shoot, it would follow 
that seeds in general [i. e. the class, seed] could not be the causes of 
shoots in general.$ 


* Bhagavad ७1६६, x. S. 

+ Otherwiso all things would bo produced by desert alone, and all other 
causes would be superfluous, z द ¢ 

1 There is a memorial vorse, ज्ञानजन्या भवदिच्छा दूच्छाजन्या भवत. ata: 1 
aS भवेचेटा चेटाजन्या भवेत्‌ क्रिया ॥ 700०0 is chakirshd, kriti is yatna or 
* volition.’ 

'$ This argument depends on two principles,—a. the same relation of cause 
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V. 6 But what is the proof that support, &c. (§ i.) are produeed 
by volition P? He replies, 

V. In this way ‘support’ and ‘destruction’ require 
no limiting condition because they are effects ; and the 
same thing holds of * traditional arts’ and * authoritative- 
ness, Wc.’ through an interruption [of tho tradition]. 

‘Support? and * destruction’ do not require any limiting condition 
[i. e. they are not too general middle terms,] because they are pro- 
duced by volition [i. e. inasmuch as they are effects, they involve 
volition by § iv.] Since, through the interruption of the tradition,— 
९. e. through a partial destruction of the world [as of one loka,]— 
there is an absence of all patterns, &c. the succeeding copier cannot 
himself be the origin of the tradition since he does not know the 
tradition ; hence is established the existence of some being who, at 
the beginning of a creation, originated the various traditional arts, as 
of making jars, &e.* In the same way we may prove that the 
authoritativeness of the ideas produced by the Veda, &0. are not too 
general middle terms, [Cf. § xvi. infra.] 

VI. Or we may interpret the first couplet of this Chapter in the 
following manner. 

a. “Effect” may mean ‘purport’ [Z. e. the * effect? to be produced 
on the hearer’s mind ;] it has been said that words are authoritative 
only in reference to their purport, and therefore he is God whose 
purport is declared in the Veda. 

6. ‘Combination’ may mean ® explanation; the Vedas must have 
been explained by some one who knew their meaning, since their 
sentences have been received by great saints ; and, if they had not 
been explained, these saints, not knowing their meaning, would not 
have fulfilled their injunctions by sacrifice, &c., and if a finite being 
had explained them, his explanation could not have been relied on. 


and effect which exists between particulars exists likewise between their re- 


spective classes यद्‌ विशेषयाः कार्यकारणभाव स्तत. सामान्ययोरपि and b. tho 
general causes only produce their effects when conjoined with the particular 


causes, सामान्यसामग्रो विशेषसामग्रीसितेव काय जनयति. Thus Archbishop 
Whately has made a book on Logic,—man can therefore make logical books 
only in each particular case we require the concurren ts, education, leisure, &c. 

* See supra, p. 28. It is interesting to comparo this with Isaiah xxviii, 26. 
Cf. also the Greek legend of Triptolemus, and Whaiely's Lectures on Pol. 
Economy, pp. 79, 84, 
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c. ‘Support’ may mean ‘preserving the tradition.’ The &e. may 
include * performance.’ 

d. The existence of God is also established by the meaning 
of the ‘words’ l's^wara, &c.,* as has been said, * Denomination 
is purport, the explanation of an all-seeing one is valid; the 
words I's'wara, &c. must have a meaning in accordance with the 
custom of mankind.” ‘Denomination’ here implies a particular 
kind of wish. In the same way in such verses as “Iam the origin 
of all” the word “ 1" means an independent utterer, since even in 
secular matters that word alone has authoritativeness which possesses 
a definite meaning; and in accordance with the rule, “he who 
knows secular things knows Vaidic also,” the same rule holds in a 
transcendental subject which holds in the case of a secular * Ij &c. 
€. The word pratyaya which we formerly rendered * authoritative- 
ness’ may also mean * affix, ४. e. the affix of the imperative implying 
“let? [as in ‘let him sacrifice ;'] the meaning of the command has 
been defined as ‘ the will of a fit person; and He whose. will it is, 
is God. 

VI. Activity is really volition, (yatna,) and this springs 
from the desire to act, and this from knowledge, and the 
object of this knowledge is a command, or [as we would 
hold] it is rather that which causes a command to be 
inferred. 

After the knowledge produced by a command arises ‘activity ;'$ 
and this activity springs directly from a certain wish, ४. e. ‘the 
desire to act ;’ and this desire arises from the ‘knowledge’ that the 
thing is to be accomplished by action and that it is the means to 
obtain the desired end [happiness]; and the object of this know- 
ledge is the fact that the thing is to be done and is a means to our 
obtaining the desired end, i.e. the fact of its being a command. 
This was the opinion of the ancient Naiyáyikas ; but he expresses his 

* The &c. includes Om, &e. : s 

+ Colebrooke translates uddes’a by ‘ enunciation’ —“ the mention of a thing 
by its name,—that is, by a term signifying it, as taught by revelation; for 
language is considered to haye been revealed to man.” हर ‘ d 

f This interpretation of pratyaya leads to a long and intricate discussion on 
vidhi which lasts to the end of § xiv. He goes on with his explanation of § i. 
in § xv.— Tho first question is, since vidhiis pravartaka vakya, what is pravritti ? 


§ Prayatna is divided into threo kinds (Bháshá P. § 148,)—pravritti, 
mivrilti and jtv«na-kárana, i, c. activity, cessation from activity, and vitality. 
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own in the last words of the couplet * or rather it is that which causes 
a command to be inferred,’ ४. e. the real meaning of the tense affix 
expressing command is ‘ the will of a fit person,’ which causes the 
hearer to infer that to act accordingly will be the means to obtain 
the desired end. 

VII. He now proceeds to prove by exhaustion what is the object 
of that knowledge which causes that wish which produces activity, 
[è ८. he here shews what it is wot, his own view will be given in 


§ xiv. | 


VII. [The various current notions of the meaning of 
* command’ are wrong ; thus] it cannot be an attribute 
in the agent, either from improper exclusion and 
inclusion,—or because activity does not always ensue, 
—or from the ensuing inconsistency,—or from the 
non-existence of the action-producing wish,—or from 
the involved uselessness [as 2 cause] of the knowledge 
that such an action is a means,—or from confusion. 


a If you say that an attribute in the agent,—muscular 
action,—produces “activity, [and is therefore the meaning of 
“command,’] then it would follow that in such a command as ‘let 
him know the soul’ we should properly have no activity at all, 
while, on the other hand, on hearing such an indicative sentence 
as ‘he goes to the village’ we should have activity produced 
in the hearer. ७. If you say that the real meaning of ‘ com- 
mand’ is ‘volition,’ then follows the fault that activity does not 
always ensue; since, although volition is also implied by other tense 
signs than those of the potential and imperative, yet no activity 
follows if we do not ascertain that it is a means to a desired end, 
or if we know that it is a means to an undesired end. 

€. If you say that ‘wish’ [4. e. the agent's, as in ‘let him who 
desires swarga offer such a sacrifice’] is the proper meaning of ‘ com- 
mand,’ then you incur the fault of ‘inconsistency.’ If ‘ wish’ be the 
meaning of ‘command,’ then on the one hand the knowledge of the 
wish [४. ८. the knowledge of the command] can only be produced by 
the previously existing wish [as all knowledge depends on the prior 
existence of its object,]—while on the other hand the wish must be 
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produced by the knowledge of the wish,*—hence you reason in a 
circle, which is called in the couplet, * inconsistency.’ 


d. But an opponent may reply that ‘the abovementioned know- ` 


ledge of the wish [2. e. the mere knowledge of the wish itself as im- 
plied in the terms of the command ‘swargakémo yajeta, this knowledge 
of the meaning not being accompanied by any conscious wish in the 
person's own mind,] is produced by the tense affix,+—to this he 
replies, ‘from the non-existence of the action-producing wish? Even 
if the knowledge of such a wish be produced, yet no activity will 
ensue, as there is no such wish present as we defined in § vi. to be 
the cause of activity, since only such a wish can produce activity 
as is a cause by its own nature (and not simply from its being 
Known),$ and even on your own shewing there cannot he such a wisk 
at the time of hearing the tense affix of the command, but only that 
knowledge ofa wish which is produced by the spoken word. ८. But it 
may be replied “ is not this very wish produced by the tense affix of the 
command ‘lef him, &e. ?? ” he replies, that the universally acknowledged 
cause, knowledge, will be overthrown. The knowledge that the action 
enjoined is a means to the desired end, which all accept as the 
eause of the wish, will be in danger of being overthrown, as the effect 
will be sometimes produced by the tense affix, even where this ac- 
knowledged cause is not found. 

f. But some may say that ‘the meaning of the command is a 
wish [for the end] produced in the mind of the agent by a knowledge 
determined by happiness, &c-§ (as the ultimate fruit to be desired) at 
the time of hearing the command,’—he replies, ‘ this will cause con- 
fusion.” All allow necessarily that the knowledge that the action is a 
means to the desired end is the cause of the wish for the means [7. e. 
the required action of sacrifice,] and as there is no other cause for 


* T, 6. youwill havea consecutive series, iL tchehhd, » 2, ichchhá-jnána or vidhi- 
jnána ; 3, ichchhd. The second ichchhá is “the desire to act i of § vi. which arose 
from tho knowledge that such an action is commanded.—1 he true order is, 1. 

_ ishta-sédhanatd-jnána ; 2. ichchhd, (updyechehha 3) 8. pravritti, Ho here proves 
that vidhi cannot mean the second; he subsequently shows that it cannot be the 
third. Udayana and tho old Nyaya differ as to the first, seo § xiii. 

+ I. e. by S'abda, not by ichchhd. F € 

+ There are two kinds of causes swarupa sat and jnata 3 an example of the 
former is * cating isthe cause of satislying hunger,’ of the latter ‘smoke is a cause 

n EY 
n DS E absence of pain. The former fault will not apply here 
as this knowledge of the desire for tho fruit will cause action,—if a man does not 
desire heaven, the command Swargakdmo yajeta is not a command to him. 


L 
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this knowledge that the action is the means to the desired end, 
the tense sign of the command must be its cause ;—-hence the know- 
ledge of the wish for the end is not a cause of activity, as activity can 
be found where it does not exist [if only the knowledge of tho action's 
being a means to a desired end exist;] and hence there would be 
confusion of the two causes, because your cause ‘the knowledge of the 
desire for the fruit? is always found accompanied by my cause, ‘ the 
knowledge that the action is a means to a desired end’ [and as in 
certain cases mine is found where yours is not found, mine will be 
sufficient by itself and why then need we bring in yours at all ?] 
The commentator adds another objection in the fact that as there is 
no proof that the knowledge of the wish for the fruit produces the 
wish for the means, [this being produced by the knowledge that the 
means will produce a desired end] it follows that the former cannot be 
the meaning conveyed by the tense aflix of the command [because 
this meaning whatever it be, must necessitate action]. 

VIII. “ Well, but why not say that the knowledge of volition 
[as implied in the potential used imperatively] is alone that which’ 
sets men in action, but that no tense-sign besides this does express 
volition, since all the other tense-signs express only an operation in 
accordance with the meaning of the root? For we find this the case 
in such instances as ‘the chariot goes’ [where we have an operation 
but no volition,"] He replies, 

VIII. In-consequence of the fixed rule about applying 
the term ‘ maker’ drawn from the distinction between the 
use of the phrases ‘ made’ and ‘ not made,’ making or ac- 
tion means yolition only; and that action which is 
causative in reference to a subsequent thing is the 
meaning of the tense-sign. 

In accordance with such phrases as ‘the pot is made,’ ‘the shoot 
is not made, we may say that the potter, &c., are makers but not 
the other instrumental causes [as the wheel, &c.,] hence we may 
say that the meaning of the root Kri is making or action, [४. e. 
kriti or volition. |—“ But if so, would not the words ‘volition’ and 
*tense-sign, be synonyms? [as all tense signs can be resolved into 
kriti, i. e. yatna.”| He replies by the last paragraph. That making 
or action, which is the means in reference to an actual sub- 
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sequent end, is the meaning of the tense-sign,—-i. e. the meaning 
of the tense-sign is only a volition in aecordance with the end. 
Or (according to another view) the meaning of the tense-sign is a 
volition which produces a repetition of the meaning of the root, in 
the form of successively repeated operations in accordance with the 
desired end, one following the other. In this way the tense-sign 
will have three meanings, volition, accordance with the root and 
successive repetition [while under the first view it will have only the 
two first; under either view, however, the tense-sign will involve more 
than simple volition and therefore cannot be its synonym]. 

IX. “But may we not allow that the root Kri may mean voli- 
tion, and yet maintain that the tense-sign only means an operation 
in accordance with the root, the volition being only understood by 
an inference ?"* He replies, 

IX. The meaning of the tense-sign is a volition and this 
applies to all tense-signs equally ; since by ié all can be 
clearly developed, and since the alleged inference can- 
not be established. 

As by ‘it,’—7. e. making, or the word which expresses making 
(Zaroti) the meaning of the tense-sign is developed at length, as in 
gákam karoti, ‘he makes cooking’ for pachati, ‘he cooks,—we must 
have ‘making,’ i. e. volition, as the meaning of the tense-sign ; [and 
again your supposed inference fails] since an operation in accordance 
with the root does not always imply a volition, as an operation in 
accordance with the root ‘cook’ in the present case can be found even 
in an unintelligent thing [as in the wood, fire, pot, &e., where of 
course there can be no volition. | 

८ But, if so, why on hearing the objective case ‘ boiled rice,’ do we 
naturally require the sentence to be be filled up by ‘he cooks’ or ‘he 
eats ? [On my hypothesis it is easily explained, as I maintain that all 
tense-signs imply an operation in accordance with the root's meaning, 
and from this we can infer volition in this instance; but on your 
hypothesis, it is not so obvious.”] This ean be explained, in our 
view, by the fact that an objective case is invariably accompanied by 
a volition [expressed by the tense-sign,] just as on the other hand 


* The inference will bo in this form—wherever there is no volition there ig 
no operation in accordance with tho root. 
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on hearing the verb ‘he cooks,’ we naturally require the sentence to 
be filled up by some object. 

X. “But since by developing the full meaning we do obtain an 
agent (as in ‘he makes cooking’ for “he cooks’) why should we not. 
say that the tense-sign signifies also an agent?” He replies, 

X. We must not suppose that the tense-sign directly 
signifies [an agent,] as this which is connected with 
number can be obtained by inference; and in the ob- 
taining of that which is connected with number, the 
rule holds for that only which has expectancy. 

We must not suppose that the tense-sign signifies an agent, since 
this ‘agent’ is gained by an inference from the number expressed by 
the tense-sign. What we mean by ‘being gained by an inference’ 
is that something is qualified by the meaning of the tense-sign, while 
at the same time it is expressed by a word ending in the nominative 
case. We use the former phrase ‘ qualified by the meaning of the 
tense-sign’ to exclude such ambiguous cases as ‘having eaten Deva- 
datta goes away, &c.,* and we use the latter phrase ‘ while at the 
same time, it is expressed by a word ending in the nominative case,’ 
because in such instances as ‘ it is slept by Devadatta, &c., it is the 
meaning of the root, ‘sleep,’ which is qualified by present time, 
as implied in the tense-sign [and verbal roots have no cases.] [Nor 
may we say that the object is connected with the tense-sign as well 
as the subject, —because] in such phrases as ‘ Chaitra cooks rice,’ &c. 
since the meaning ‘rice’ is already connected with the idea of object 
asimplied in the objective case, we are not to suppose that there is any 
further dependence (as of expectancy) on the volition expressed by the 
tense-sign ; hence the tense-sign is connected with the meaning of the 
crude form as expressed in the unmodified * casus rectus.’ Hence in 
accordance with the rule that ‘the number [of the tense] is connect- 


* Here Devadattais qualified by number and volition through the meaning of the 
tense-sign, i. e. Devadatta ekatwaudn kritimánscha ; but bhulctwa is not thus qualifi- 
ed,—it itself is an adverb and qualifies the verb. According to Hindu grammar 
the adverbial sufüx twd involves the elision of the nominative affix (cf. Pin. 
2, 4, 82) and therefore the second part of the definition would apply, but not 
the former. 

T L e. Non-oblique case, 4. e, not a káraka. xy means hero rectus; there is a 
Sutra Said सु Si sig: | “The signs of the Nominativo case are used after a 
word which is tho subject of a verb —The * casus rectus’ will bo Chaitras in the 
Kartrivdchya sentence, and tundulam in the Kurmavdch ya, 
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ed with that with which the volition implied by the tense-sign is 
connected,— since this follows because this volition and number are 
expressed by the same tense sign,—the nominative case is em- 
ployed only where the number cf the agent, &c 


* are already signified 
by the tense-sign. And in the same way the object cannot bo said 
to be directly signified by the tense-sien.t 


XI. “Well, but," say the Mimánsakas, “ may not the command 
be the attribute of the object?” He replies, 


XI. The object cannot be the meaning of the command 
because it would apply too far; nor can the produced 
desert (apárva) since it would lose its very nature; nor 
can an especial effect, since it is not always found pre- 
sent; nor, also, can the act, since men do not neces- 
sarily engage in the performance. 

a. If you say that the objects [of the sacrifice] are heaven, &c.,f 
and the meaning of the command is an attribute in them, i. e. the fact 
of their having to be produced,—it is answered ‘ the object cannot be 
the meaning of the command because it would apply too far,’—since, 
if, as you say, the attribute of their having to be produced resides 
in heaven, &c., it would follow that a person possessing this know- 
ledge might engage in any other action than sacrifice [as eating, &c., 
since ‘the having to be produced or accomplished’ resides, according 
to your opinion, in the object and not in the act. | 


* I. e. the agent Karté in most sentences, and the object Karma in such as 
‘the prize is gained by Devadatta? As in the sentence ‘Devadatta goes 
the tense-sign signifies the volition (kriti) and noi tho agent, but by the 
connection we gain the latter, so in the sentence “the prize is gained by 
Devadatiw’ the tense-sign equally signifies the volition, and by the connection 
we gain the object. 

T In the sentence Chaitras tandulam pachati, tandula means simply ‘ rice’ and is 
connected with the affix am which signifies that tuzdula in the singular number 
is the object; this am is connected with the root pacha which means ‘cooking; 
pacha is connected with the afüx tip which means 1, vartamána-kéla, 2, 
yatna. 3, sankhyd. The present time as implied by tip is connected with yatna, 
and yatna and sankhyd are connected with the karté Chaitra. In the sentence 
Chaitrena tandulain pachyate, tho same process can be traced; chaitra is con- 
nected with the affix १, fá with the root pacha, pacha with the affix te, and te as 
before with tandulam. ‘The grammarians maintain that in the former case the 
veal meaning of the verbal affix is directly Kartá, in the latter Karma; the 
Nyáya maintains that in both cases it is yatna (sc. Kriti), but indirectly by 
anvayd it may be respectively Karta or Karina. 

s in such commands as “let him who desires heaven offer the jyolishtoma 
sacrifice,” .&c.—Tho opponent maintains that their real meaning is, ^ heaven is 
to be produced,” swargah kdryah, but nob * the sacrifice is to be performed.’ 
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b. Ifyousay that the ‘object? means apúrva,* and that the mean- 
ing of the command is an attribute in if, 2. e. the fact of its having to 
be produced,t then it is answered, ‘it would lose its very nature ; for 
the very word apürva [as compounded of a ‘not? and pirva * previ- 
ously existing'] implies that it was not known before the verbal 
knowledge was produced by hearing the command; and if it is known 
before [as it must be, if the words of the command are to imply 
itjf then it would cease to be apárva ab all; and, on the other 
hand, if it is not known before, then how can you have any know- 
ledge of the meaning of the tense-sign in the command, and conse- 
quently how can you have any verbal knowledge of apurva produced 
by this tense-sign ? 

c. Ifthe Mímánsaka replies, * why should there not be a previous 
knowledge that apúrva is the meaning of the command, so far as 
regards its general character as a thing to be produced,—but when 
the verbal knowledge is gained, then in consequence of the compati- 
bility§ there arises a knowledge of apürva as an especial thing to be 
produced,’ to this it is answered, ‘ because we do not always find this 
especial aptirva present,’ 7. e. ib would follow that there is no apirval| 
in necessary observances [as the morning and evening prayer, &e.,] 
or in absolute prohibitions [as that from injuring living creatures, | 
since we find no persons enjoined to perform them as they desire 
certain fruit to ensue [which fruit is to be attained by the produced 
apurva as the means,—and consequently the tense-sign as in má kin- 
syát becomes meaningless. | 

d. Or we may take this third sentence of the original in a differ- 
ent sense as follows. An objector might say, “but why might we 
not hold that we recognise that the word means a particular apírva 


* Tho unseen efficacy which arises from the sacrifice cf, p. 10. 

+ In this view the meaning of the command will be * by him who desires 
heaven, the merit which is the cause of its attainment, is to be produced by tho 
jyotishtoma sacrifice.’ 

‘The knowledge of the power of a word is necessary, for if the power of a 
word be nob apprehended previously, there could not be any recollection,—sinco 
this depends upon that relation called ‘power’ (ù. e. the connection between a 
word and its meaning),—even though the word might be heard’ (Siddh. Mukt. 
p. 79.) The knowledge of the connection between a word and its meaning is 
the cause of the meaning's being recollected when the word is heard, and from 
this recollection ensues verbal knowledge. 

§ Expectancy, compatibility and juxtaposition are the three causes, or rather 
necessary conditions, of verbal knowledge, see supra, p. 48. 

|| See Dr. Hall's Refutation of Hindu Philosophy, pp. 22—24, 
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accompanied (though not necessarily so) by being an effect, just as 
the word ‘earth’ means a something necessarily distinguished by 
possessing a certain nature but not necessarily accompanied by the 
attribute of smell?" To this it is answered “ because we do not find 
it so,” i. e. because we cannot so know an apárva distinguished by 
the character of apírvatwa. It is possible for the substance possessed 
of the special nature of earth to be known to possess smell, by means 
of memory or inference from a previous perception ; but such a sup- 
position is precluded in the present case by the very name ८७४०००, 
which implies an absence of any previous perception, and which 
would therefore be rendered nugatory. 

€. “Well, why not take the sacrifice as the ‘object, and then 
the meaning of the command will be an attribute of it, i. e. the fact of 
its having to be performed ?” To this it is answered in the last words 
of the original verse. Your view cannot hold, since we do not see 
that men engage in the performance of the sacrifice, if there be pre- 
sent in their minds the idea that it will be only a means of trouble 
and expense, [while on your view the simple fact of their knowing 
it to be a command that ‘by him who desires heaven the jyotishtoma 
sacrifice is to be performed’ should impel them irresistibly to the 
performance thereof.]—The word ‘also’ implies that the object can- 
not mean *apürva, since the very same objection will hold as in the 
previous supposition of ‘ the sacrifice.’ 

XII. “But may we not say that words are the instrument of 
verbal knowledge, and that the enforcing power is an attribute 
residing in them,f and that the knowledge thereof incites men to 
engage in the enjoined rites;—hence it is said, ‘the tense-signs 
such as the imperative, &c., express a special signification i. e. an 
enjoining power, while the common signification of all the tense-signs 
is an effort of the agent in accordance with the meaning of the 
root.’ ‘There arises from the tense affix of the imperative the idea of 
an enforcing: power, setting a man to perform the enjoined sacrifice ; 

* For upalakshita see note f in p. 66. 

+ Under this view the real meaning of the command will be ‘by him who 


desires heaven the jyotishtoma sacrifice is to be performed..’ 

f According to the Mímánsá, bhdvand resides in the agent asa volition (yatna) 
to perform some act to attain a desired end, and it may be expressed by any 
tense-sign ; but it resides in the eternal Veda as an enjoining power (prerana), 
the end of which is tbe production of the former volition of the hearer,—this 


is only expressed by the imperative or potential. 
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while the general meaning of all the tense-signs is an effort tending 
to the production of a certain action [thus Devadatto gachchhati 
means that * Devadatta is possessed of a volition tending to produce 
going. "] He replies, 

XII. This enforcing power of the imperative, &c., is not 
to be maintained, since it cannot be proved, and 
since men do not engage in the performance, even 
though they, know of the existence of this presumed 
enforcing power, [१. e. unless they have also the 
knowledge that it will be a means of procuring their 
wishes ;] and again exhaustion is difficult to rest upon, 
as contradiction equally applies to this view, as well as 
to the others. 

Tf you object that as every other meaning of the imperative tense- 

. sign is excluded, it follows by exhaustion that this enforcing power 
must be its meaning, he replies that the contradiction equally applies 
to this opinion, as well as to the others, [as action does not necessarily 
follow from the knowledge of it. ] 

XIII. “But,” says the Naiyáyika, “ why should not the meaning 
of the command be the fact that the rite is a means to a desired 
end,—this residing as an attribute in the instrument, the sacri- 
fice ?"* He replies, 

XIII. [This cannot be] because it is sometimes given as 
the reason for the command ; because the command may 
be inferred therefrom ; from the absence of this meaning 
in the second and third persons [of the imperative] ; from 
its recognition in other meanings; and because on this 
view prohibition could not be established. 


a. Because the fact of its being the means to the attainment of 
a desired object is often alleged by the speaker as proving the mean- 
ing of the command; and as a thing cannot be its own proof [it 
follows that the fact of its being a means to a desired object cannot 
be the meaning of the command]. ‘Thus when it is said as a secu- 
* The old Nyáya maintained the meaning of vidhi ६०७० डूएसाघनलं «Iu. 


Udayana maintains it to be ष्यापतवक्काभिप्राय * The modern Nyáya (i. e. Siddhánte 
270.) gives बलवदुनिष्टाननुवन्धोष्टसाधनरल 
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lar command, ‘let him who desires fire rub two pieces of aruni wood 
together, if you ask ‘why?’ the utterer of the command replies, 
‘because the rubbing two pieces of wood together is a means of 
producing fire.’ 

b. Another reason against your view is—because a command may 
be inferred even after the knowledge that the action is a means 
to the desired end has been produced by the arthavada [or supple- 
mentary passage explaining the purpose of the command] ;—but if 
by the command which is thus inferred we were only to understand 
the fact that the action in question isa means to the desired end, then 
this inference would be wholly superfluous. Thus on hearing the 
Sruti ‘he crosses over death, he crosses over Brahmanicide [who 
offers the As^wamedha'], all the systems allow that there arises the 
inference of a command in such a form as ‘let him who desires to cross 
over death and Brahmanieide, offer the As^wamedha." 

c. “From the absence of this meaning [7. e. its being a means to the 
desired end,] in the second and third* persons of the potential used 
imperatively ;” in such phrases as * you should do it’ and ‘let me do it’ 
an injunction, or wish is implied [but not the fact of its being a means 
to a desired end,|—injunction means here the wish of the speaker ; 
and consequently we may conclude that the first person also only 
means the wish of the speaker [and not the fact of the action being 
a means to the desired end. ] 

d. “From the fact that this meaning of ‘wish’ is acknowledged 
in the other meanings of the potential,” as for instance in its mean_ 
ing of ‘ respectful solicitation.t 

e. “Because on this view prohibition could not be established.” 
Thus in the injunction “let him not eat the Kalanja,"i you cannot 
maintain that it is noć the means to a desired end [as of course the 
eating will produce its proper pleasure.] Nor can you say [with 
the modern school,] that the meaning of the command is that 
the action is not accompanied by a predominant undesirable result, 


because this will not apply to such cases as ‘let him who desires 
* In Hindu grammar the third person corresponds to our first. — 4 
+ व्यध्येषणा is tho अक्षी of Panini (3, 3, 161). The Sankshipta Sára explains 
it by सत्कारपूवेकं गरानिथाजनं ०४ भवान्‌ पुत्रमध्यांपथेत। 
७ i 
+ Some hold the Kalanja to be the flesh of a deer killed by a poisoned arrow 


—others hemp or bhang,—others a kind of garlic. See Raghunandana’s ká- 
das'i tattwa. 


X 
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to kill his enemy by incantation offer a hawk’ [because this rite 
produces hell as its fruit] And [if you say that in the case 
of the offerer, hell is not considered by him as a predominant undesi- 
Table result, since he still performs the ceremony, I reply that this does 
not hold, as] you cannot maintain that the sacrifice generally does not 
produce a result which the mass of mankind regard with predomi- 
nant aversion, because the man who does not perform the sacrifice 
certainly has this predominant aversion which restrains him from 
yielding to the temptation of the gratification of a present revenge 
at the risk of a future torment in hell. 

XIV. [After this lengthened discussion of the various current 
opinions on the nature of vidhi or command,] the author now pro- 
ceeds to deliver his own. 

XIV. The primary meaning of the potential used im- 
peratively, &c., is the will of the speaker in the form of 
a command enjoining activity or cessation therefrom ; 
while we conclude by inference that it is the means to a 
desired end for the doer. 

The will of a fib person, ४. e. God, having for its object engagement 
in the performance of an act [i e. as in command] or refraining there- 
from, [č e. asin prohibition,] is the primary meaning of the affixes of the 
potential, &c. ; and from these is to be inferred [see § vi.) that it is the 
means to obtain a desired end, [and hence the existence of ‘command’ 
proves the existence of a commander, God]. 

But the commentator here adds as a remark, that this view of 
Udayanáchárya is untenable, as by it you could not properly have prohi- 
bition at all, since every action of every kind is in one sense the object 
of God's will, [7. e. nothing, whether good or evil, takes place with- 
out his wil]. If you reply that ‘command’ is *God's will mean- 
ing by ‘will’ such a will as is unaccompanied by any predominant 
undesirable result, we object that the definition becomes needlessly 
complicated ; and the old Naiyáyika opinion of § xiii. is after all the 
best.* 


* Udayana gives as his definition of * command’ tho * will of a fit person,’ 4, e, 
God. It is replied that this will include too much as even evil actions aro in 
one sense done with God's will. The definition is then corrected to ‘such a will 
as is unproductive of any predominant undesirable result,’—in this view we may 
allow God's will in the case of an ovil action, but here we shall not haye vidhi, 
*“command,’—as it is such a will of God as produces hell to tho doer.—Tho com. 
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XV. He now [resumes the interpretation of the first S'loka, in- 
terrupted by the late discussion on vidhi $$ vi.—xiv. and] proceeds to 
give the second meaning of * S/ruti? 


XV. Allthe Veda refers to the Supreme Being as its 
object ; only, by means of its own primary meaning, like 
the words ‘heaven,’ &c., can it refer to a command. 

In every part of the Veda is God's existence established, as for 
instance in such passages as, * Vishnu verily is the sacrifice’ (passim), 
‘he sees without eyes, (Swet. Up. iii. 19) ‘by the command of this 
(previously mentioned) indestructible being, O Gárgí, heaven and 
earth stay upheld in their places, (Brihadár. Up. iii. 8, 9.) Nor may 
you say with the Mimansa, that ‘ these passages, being declaratory 
or indicativ 


* (and not expressed in the potential or imperative, as 
commands are,| refer to something else, ४. e. a command else- 
where expressed,’ [or in other words they are the arthavada of a 
previous vzdhi],—because even according to your own opinion, these 
passages about God do possess an authority to establish the existence 
of their primary meaning, from their agreeing with such positive 
commands as ‘ let him adore God,’ just as the passages declarative of 
heaven, hell, &c., [establish the objects which they primarily mean, 
because they are connected with such positive commands, as ‘let him 
who desires heaven offer such a saerifice,"] —otherwise the very words 
‘heaven,’ ‘hell,’ &c., would have no authority to establish their own 
primary significations. Hence he adds the latter line of the /Sloka, 
since it is only by establishing its own primary meaning that a de- 
claratory passage can be said to agree with a command. 

[The commentator now proceeds to give a second explanation of * the 
sentences thereof? in $ i.] ‘The ‘sentences thereof,—i. e. the sen- 
tences of the Veda, expressing praise and blame,—must have been 
preceded, in the speaker's mind, by the knowledge of praise and 
blame, from the very fact that they are sentences which express 


mentator objects to this as needlessly complicated ; bui it is not uninteresting to 
find the same thought in Anselm's * cur Deus homo ?' “ although man or an evil 
angel be unwilling to submit to the will and ordinance of God, yet he cannot 
escape from it, because if he will fiee from the will of God commanding him, he 
comes under the will of God punishing him. : A * 2 

# According to the Mimansa those passages which aro not vidhi are siddha as 


opposed to sddhya ; they describe something past or present (swartpakathanam), 
while the vidhi relates to something fature which 13 to bo performed, 


y 2 ‘ 
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praise and blame, like such a secular sentence as ‘the mango fruit 
is very sweet when ripe,’ [as none could say this with authority un- 
less he possessed previous knowledge thereof]. 
XVI. We now gives a second explanation of ‘particular number’ 
in § i. 
XVI. In such phrases as ‘let mo be,’ ‘I was,’ ‘I will 
be,’ &७., the number belongs to a speaker; nor could 
there be the current names of the ‘Sakhas, without a 
primal utterance. 


a. The first person singular as used in the Veda declares the 


c number’ of an independent speaker,—there being many such in- 
* Tt reflected, ‘let me, the one, become 


stances, as in the passage* 
many,” &c. 

b. He now gives a third meaning of the word sankhyd, as making 
it the same as another derivative from the same root, samdkhya, 
“name, fame,’ — * nor could there be &c.” There are traditional names, 
in the Veda, of all the various 'Sákhás (or current recensions,) as 
Káthaka or that belonging to Katha, Kálápa or that belonging to 
Kalápa, &e.; nor ean we explain this on the hypothesist that these 
men first read that particular recension only, [others having before 
then read many or all,] since the number of readers is endless and 
in the eternal succession others besides these mentioned may well be 
supposed to have read those 'Sákhás only, [and why then were not 
the ‘Sakhas called by their names?] ‘Therefore we are driven to 
the belief that the adorable Supreme Being, seeing all supersensuous 
objects and possessed of boundless compassion, did a& the beginning 
of each creation assume a particular body belonging to Katha, Kalá- 
pa, &e. which body was moved by the merit of beings like our- 
selves, | and the ‘Sakhds which He thus uttered were severally called 
by these particular names, 


* The two old MSS. read this quotation as I have printed it. Some copies 
read q for तत्‌ but none have the usual reading found in Chhánd. Up. vi. 2 

T Cf. 'Sabara/'s Comm. on Jaimini, i. 1, 30. 

X Tho final cause of God's assuming these bodies was to render possible the 
liappiness due to tho merit of men like ourselyes,—adrishta is an impelling 
ier every thing down to the junction of iwo- atoms, seo Muktávali, pp. 
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Thus have we established that it is the contemplation of God, which 
is the true means of liberation, (see I. ii.) 


XVII. He now adds a couplet in reference to those who believe 
not in God. 


XVII. Iron-souled are they in whose hearts Thou canst 
find no place, though thus washed by the repeated 
inundations of ethics and Vaidic texts ; yet still in 
time, Oh merciful one, Thou in thy goodness canst 
save even those who oppose our proposition, and mako 
them undoubting in their conviction of Thy existence. 


XVIII. But as for us, O Thou essentially Fair, though 
our minds have been long plunged in Thee, the ocean 
of joy,* yet are they verily restless still and unsatisfied ; 
therefore, oh Lord, haste to display Thy mercy, that our 
minds fixed only on Thee, we may no more be subject 
to Yama’s continual inflictions. 


XIX. This garland of flowers of ethics, radiant in its 
beauty,—what matters it, whether it perfumes the right 
and left hand} or not ?—only may the Guru of Indra/s 
Guruf be pleased by my presenting it as an offering at 
his footstool. 

* For addhd explained as tattwam, see "Sis'upála-badha, iii. 42, schol. 
‘F Or * the sapaksha and vipaksha of my argument, 


f ‘Siva, as the guru of Brihaspati. Brihaspati is represented as the guru of 
Indra in the Aitareya Bráhmana, VII. 28, 
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